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•PART 11—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fV l ^ l ^d Tm TTBtiria 

( ) 

7 3T^, 2010 

956,—r<(rtril 

WRT 3Tf^4fWl. 1946 (1946 ^ U 25) ^ VRT 

6 ^ ^rfecT mn 5 (i) ?rt ^ ?if^‘ 

17^ ^ clfMd4l^ ^ ('Jf^-VID ^ 

225 25 2010 m 

TITO TRI ^ ^ 

^ ^ 77^^, 

^ ^Piqf$i<^l 'ThR ^ rq<»Q& 

1860 (l860^3tftTf^U 45) ^ ^ 
120-^, ^-7 15 mj 13 (IX*^) wmR 

fTmFT3lfilf^, 1988 (1988^3Tf?#Rrqu 49) 

^ %T3: 3|k 3^ 

"wron ^ ^ ^tiPcwqT ^ ^ 

U 228/25/2010- xi^^-ll] 
31^ 


MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 
(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 7tii April, 2010 
S*0. 956. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 5 read with Section 6 of the 
Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, l946(Act No, 25 
of 1946), the Central Government with the consent of the 
State Government of Tamil Nadu, Home (Ploice-Vll) 
Department vide Nolitication No.G. O. Ms. No.225 dated 
25lh February, 2010, hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special Police 
Establishment to the whole of the Slate of lamil Nadu for 
investigation of offences punishable under 
Section 120-B of the Indian Penal Code, 1860 (Act No. 45 
of 1860) Sections 7 and 15 read with Section 13 (1) (d) of 
the Prevention of Corruption Act, 1988 (Act 
No. 49 of 1988) against Sh. A Subramanian, Deputy 
Registrar of Sri Ramchandra Medical College and 
Research Institute, a constituent of Sri Ramchandra 
Deemed to be University, Porur, Chennai and other 
unknown persons and attempts, abetments and 
conspiracies in relation to or in connection with the 
offences mentioned above and any other offence(s), 
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committed in the course of the same transaction or arising 
out of the same facts. 

[No. 228'25/2010-AVD-ll] 
MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 

^ 9 , 2010 

957.—'tisti-M 

WTtRT 3#4tWT, 1946 (1946 ^ 'H. 25) ^ ^ 

1961 (1962 7?. 4) ^ 3T?Fk ^ 

^ -STRI t 

^ iid'fd 'Q,'=h 'm STftT^ 3T9TT*^ ^ ^T^t? R 
5Ptra cTS4T ■ECS^' ^ cI«1T ^ ^ -q 

3T«rqT T# ^wrf ■R ^'>J5T ST^ smv amtrf ^ 
ar^^qnj ctR-ii 'i'i 

[U 228/27/2010-17^^-11] 
arar 

New Delhi, the 9thApril, 2010 

S.O. 957.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 3 of the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 
1946 (Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government hereby 
specified all the offences punishable under The Kerala 
Forest Act, 1961 (Act No. 4 of 1962) which are to be 
investigated by the Delhi Special Police Establishment 
and attempts, abetments and conspiracies in relation to or 
in connection with one or more of the offences under said 
Act and any other offence or offences committed in the 
course of the same transaction or arising out ofthe facts. 

[No. 228,27/2010-AVD-lI] 
_ MUKESH CHATURVEDI, Under Secy. 

ohl<tfc1^, ^<94 31t<^eht 3t|/jcK1 
3tf«iq?Rr, K 19/2009-10 
30 ttN, 2010 

^.arr. 958.—1961 (1961 ^^43^) 
tTRI 10 (23^) ^ (vi) ^ 771^1 RfOT aow: 
fqirqrgen, 1962 ^ fEm 2^^ q; gro ■^rfepTlf wt 
^ ^ iTtTgSro ^ eTM ^FI57 

Tlltj qj) aqcl tjra ^ 

CT-nm ^ 2007-08 aiFl Ticif ^ 

31tfR atjqifitd f:- 

1. ^77 fqtjffcfl 377^ airq ^ 3787^ 377^71 37R7 

^ irTTn ^ 377SF1 Tfgqq Tpfd: qsTi 373 ^: 33 

3g^' 37 37^ f3r3^ %7T 7«7r33T 3?! 3^1 

2. 377 f33Tfeft 33^ 377 f33f7i3 33f 7733 T^33f 

3ft%77t3t 373f3^3t7R 3RI 11 37)333771 (5) 3 

T3;3r 37*737 TT3r ^ 37f337 ^ 37*737 37)33 ^ f3^ 777^' 
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^ 37737) 1^3 (7^-7^37)17771, 373)37 377)3 ^ 33 3 3731 
W 31^7)%7T 7:^)3337 37?1313 ^ f*R) 377 3^' 37t3I 

37*737 ■ 3 ^ 3^' 37737 77^1 

3. T!?^ 377^ 3773 ^ 7733 3 ^TPJ 3^' ?T37, 

371 % 377^3R ^ 37731 3773 3*77 37f3c773 g1 33 337 ^ 
37T^3R 7533 377 t33))73) 3^ 3)) 377)^ ^ %t7,3777f337 

3^‘ ^ 3*77 3777)377 ^ 7733 4' 37373 "q 7^ ^[733773 3#' 

7^ ■3773) ^ I 

4. 377 f33f)73) 3773377 37F3)^ 1961 ^ 3773^7737' ^ 
3737777 373 ^ 3773 133733) f33)33 'q 3773377 377^7^ ^ 
77357 ■ 33 ?^ 37)7771 

5. ' 13323 33 3 ?7737t SlfdfWd TlfTPlf 3777 

3 ) 7773)0737 77373 2g3T37 37^ 33)*) 73163 33 3 ^ 3377)7 
37)7 277377 37)f 3T 373 777*7P7 ^ Iw 77373 33 3#) f337 
3777^37 I 

6 . 3g 3Tr3^)337 773 7737 377) 7f^ 33 7737 T77 37377 3 
fd3l '3JI7 I 

[773’)77.--g. 377. 3n./37t.37.(7737)-373 / 2009-10/3656] 
)3#7 firray), ^ 3773377 377^ 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME-TEX 

Notification No. 19/2009-10 
Jodhpur, the 30th March, 2010 

S. 0.958.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (vi) of Section 10 (23C) of the Income- Tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA ofthe Income- tax 
Rules, 1962 1, the Chief Commissioner of Income- Tax, 
Jodhpur hereby approve “Shri Lal Bahadur Shastri 
Research &Training Institute, Jodhpur” for the purpose 
of the said Section for the assessment year 2007-08 onward, 
subject to the following conditions;— 

1. The assessee will apply its income, or accumulate 
for application wholly and exclusively to the objects for 
which it is established; 

2. The assessee will not invest or deposit its funds 
(other than voluntary contribution received and 
maintained in the form ofjewellery, furniture etc.) for any 
period during the previous years relevant to the 
assessment years mentioned above otherwise than any 
one or more of the forms or modes specified in Sub- 
Section (5) of Section 11; 

3. This order will not apply in relation to any income 
being profits and gain of business unless the business is 
incidental to the attainment of the objective of the 
assessee and separate books of accounts are maintanied 
inrespect of such business; 
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4. the assessee will regularly file its return of income 
before the Income-Tax Authority in accordance with the 
provisionsof Income-Tax Act, 1961; 

5. that in the event of dissolution, its surplus and 
the assets will be given to a charitable organization with 
similar objectives and no part of the same will go to any of 
the members of the Institution. 

6. This notification will remain in force until it is 
withdrawn. 

[Ref No. CCIT/ITO (Tech,)/JU/2009-10/3656] 
DlLEEPSHIVPURl, ChiefCommissioner of Income Tax 

ferT 

[arflrg^nn tr. 19 / 2010 ] 

3i 2010 

■5T.33T. 959,—^ ^ 1^ 

z??' f^'41 SKI 

P-iiiHiqcrtl, 1962 (fr^TETcRTl) f'l'MH S'*! sfk 5^ ^ 
Tn«t tifecT 1961 (3^ aiftiPm) ^ 

tlR! 35 ^ ( 1) ^ 13^ (iii) ^ WZ 

^ 2009-2010 ^ STFt ^ ^ tni 711^ 1^15 

■fe, ^ RnfirlRsI'^ TRlf 3T5li«1H 

'*i4'+^nT Tf rPTl' Tf?2IT’ ^ ^ '4' 1%^! iPH 

t, ST^lfci; ;- 

(i) argiqjf^ ^ Tifti ^ wirf^ 

'4' 3T^t1H ^ fimi 

(ii) -^3=1 TRiFI ^m\ SPT^ 

hipiT^p ura ^ pis^pt fern ^ 

ai^^ltTPT '=b],'ii; 

(iii) a3gqtfefTnT33%f3^3T3PtTR^t^W^5RI 

17RT Tlfe TRtj ■£[ «^<((; ST^tTR 

^ n^=Ki Tifti •adA ■S'kI 

STfqlWT^ W1288^3R-t1Rl ( 2 ) ^ 

Af '^*1T ’iftMifAu PtiAl <At2li<tiK sppft taidi-4^ 
<A<2II pAsIT 'titiv.'ii 3 t] 7 ■i'Kl 3lf4Pt<tM 
139 ^ "sp-tiro {1) ■^ 3f?pf3 3IFI fggpift ingd 
■pPRT 'SRI 

wmfw ?i7n?TftcT "Rm^ ■R' 

TI 3 A ^ 3TFI^ 30^ 3T«1^ 3MRR 

(iv) 3t;jMlRd tri'ldn yi*tin>l=b tq^lR Ai ^ tcT^ 

RTRT cl*TF 5rgR3 Tlf^ 3tcih lq«K“l Tt^RT 3[k 

<JR(j<4d ■^131 RTtw ^191 RTtyR’ 'SRI 

ttcqiEia [qqP'i Rft 3lfiT il^d 1 

1 ^ ^ wm 31 jRlRd 

#133 •- 

(31) A<mi9> 1 ^3R-A<H119> (iii) Ri#31 3^ 
3#'1^31; 3TS131 
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(13) 1 ^ 33-^11313? (iii) -A 3^crT 

#313lt^ TRgfl 3^' 3(1«131 

( 3 ) #rai31 I #'33-#TTn31 (iv) RPtlpji^l 

f3?l3 Af aTJPtin 3T«T31 ^ %t( 

WH 33 31533 3r3 ^ 31331 ftrai3I 3153 3^' 
3#11; 31*131 

( 3 ) 31331 31511 RH <^)|4 'ht'll 33 3R 431 31*131 5<h4> 
3153313 31T4 311 WRR 3ff 3131 '311531; 31*131 

(•g^) •333 (#1313# # 1#R1 53 3# 5^ # 191*1 3f33 
^33 3lf3f#13 # tIRl 35 # 33-3R1 ( 1 ) # 
t2l'*S (iii) # 31=1*1131 315?13 3# 6^11 3*11 3339 

3R13 3# #31 I 

[33. 11. 203/84/2009-33.31.13.-11] 
31313 'llqcrl, I34?t31 

MINISTRY OF FIN ANCE 

(Department of Revenue) 

(Cen tral Board of Di rect Taxes) 

[Notification No. 19/2010] 

New Delhi, the 31 si March, 2010 

S. O. 959.—It is hereby notified for general 
information that the organization B.M. Birla Science and 
Technology Centre, Jaipur has been approved by the 
Central Government for the purpose of clause (ii) of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 35 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 (said 
Act), read with rules 5C and 5E of the Income-tax Rules, 

1962 (said rules) from assessment year 2009-2010 onwards 
in the category of''Other Institution" engaged in research 
activities subject to the following conditions, namely :— 

(i) The sums paid to the approved organization shall 
be utilized for research in social sciences; 

(ii) The approved organization shall carry out 
research in social science or statistical research 
through its faculty members or its enrolled 
students; 

(iii) The approved organization shall maintain 
separate books of account in respect of the sums 
received by it for scientific research, reflect therin 
the amounts used for carrying out research, get 
such books audited by an accountant as defined 
in the explanation to sub-section (2) of Section 
288 of the said Act and furnish the report of such 
audit duly signed and verified by such accountant 
to the Commissioner of Income-tax or the Director 
of Income-tax having jurisdiction over the case, 
by the due date of furnishing the return of income 
under sub-section (1) of Section 139 of the said 
Act; 
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(iv) The approved organization shall maintain a 
separate statement of donations received and 
amounts applied for research in social sciences 
and a copy of such statement duly certified by 
the auditor shall accompany the report of audit 
referred to above. 

2. The Central Government shall withdraw the 
approval if the approved organization :— 

(a) fails to maintain separate books of account referred 
to in sub-paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1; or 

(b) fails to furnish its audit report referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iii) of paragraph 1 ; or 

(c) fails to furnish its statement of the donations 
received and sums applied for research in social 
sciences or statistical research referred to in sub- 
paragraph (iv) of paragraph I; or 

(d) ceases to cdarry on its research activities or its 
research activities are not found to be genuine; or 

(e) ceases to conform to and comply with the 
provisions of clause (iii) of sub-section (1) of 
Section 35 of the said Act, read with rules 5C and 
5E of the said Rules. 

[F. No. 203/84/2009/ITA-II] 
AJAY GOYAL, Director (ITA-II) 

f ^,8 ^,2010 

960.— 

1959 ^ m\26 (2^) 

VRT 25 ^ ( 1 ) ^ ^ ^ 

24“ 12-1952) ^ 

31-12-2012 

^ 3?T5 ^ ^ 3TR^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ OTqr 

^ ch‘4=hf< ch4'clKl 

Tf t^rg^ t I 

8/10/2009-^3Tt-I] 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 
S. O. 960.—In pursuance of the clause (ca) of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 25, read with sub-section (2A) of 
Section 26 of the State Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) 


Act, 1959, the Central Government hereby appoints Shri 
Gopal Vaidya(DoB 24-12-1952), Special Assistant, State 
Bank of Hyderabad, as Workmen Employee Director on 
the Board of Directors of State Bank of Hyderabad for a 
period up fo 31-12-2012 i.e. the dale of his attaining the 
age of superannuation or till he ceases to be a workmen 
employee of the State Bank of Hyderabad, or until further 
orders, whichever is the earliest. 

[F.NO.8/I0/2009-BO-1] 
_ SUMITA DAWRA, Director 

TOirTTf 

■Rr^,20l0 

m. 3 n. 96 i.-?Tr ^ io-i 1-2009 ^ 

fw?, 1983 ^ 7 8 ^ 

1952 (1952 ^ 37) ^ ^ 5 ^ (1) 5RT 

^TT ^Ki , 

1%HI w), 

^ 

3iRm=T ^ ^ ^ 

wcn f I 

[RR. Ti. 809/8/2009(W) J 

3T^«r 

MINISTRYOFINFORMATIONAND 
BROADCASTING 
New Delhi, the 31 st March, 2010 

S.O. 961.—In continuation of this Ministry’s 
Notification of even number, dated lO-ii-2009 and in 
exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (I) of 
Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 1952 (37 of 1952) read 
with rules 7 and 8 of the Cinematograph (Certification) 
Rules, 1983, the Central Government is pleased to appoint 
Smt. Meenu Gupta, Kila Street, Saraswati Shishu Mandir 
Road, Kashipur(U.S. Nagar), Uttarakhand as a member of 
the Delhi Advisory Panel of the Central Board of Film 
Certification with immediate effect for a period of two years 
or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.809/8/2009-F(C)] 
_ AMITABH KUMAR, Director(Film .^) 

Rftmr T73TFW 

■=Tf 5 3T^, 2010 

^.3ir. 962.—1956 
(1956^ 102) ^«im3 (1)(33) 

argRFT ^ 5-3-2007 

3ti^fq?lH ^ ^ Roifr^d fgRJT T|qj e^f 


T 


It 
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'lK9l9 aii^RislH ^ ^pqa ^ 
RrRj ^IsT^ "Sfl »lR<fl^l 31{^ilR ■<lR^ aif^RPTR, 1956 
^ VKI 3(1)C®) ^ ai’lH Rj?<3|RfHI<fl9 ^ 

3JtW*R5f ^ # t, 3itRt aijqft*# ^ ^ 

4lfeRJ/t?7fera 1^=lf9> 15-3-2008,13-11-2008 

3fR 1-3-2009 ^arpitf^-qftRJi^^cRiRnT 3 7??^ 

^3^' '^' «im 3^' %!n «n i sra: ^ 

■aRfRrRjcg ^ 5it^ RriM ^ «?R?fr9 an^f^SR 
TjR^gjt TTOra ^ ’li 11 

5«frty., 3R, 3?R|PI9M ^ ^ 7 "39-^ (3 ) 

^ ^ rdV^lfoKBld^ ^ ITRiRtRI^ 

•gic^ tf. Rrsifq - 5 ®^ 9fl 9mjRj aflijftyn 9ft9^ 
W2RT 5F?1 IRl 3?RRfg9T ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 719IRI f331 

77950 ■'^ 11,01 ! 

[77. ^-n0i3/2/2010-9?l^ (^-1] 
313131 mI3l, 37^711^ 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S. O. 962.—Whereas in pursuance of the provision 
of sub-section (IXb) of Section 3 of the Indian Medical 
Act, 1956 {102 of 1956) Dr. Bijoy Mukherjee was elected as 
a member of the Medical Council of India representing 
Burdwan University with effect from 5-3-2007. 

Whereas the Medical Council of India has informed 
that Dr. Bijoy Mukherjee who is representing Burdwan 
University under Section 3( 1 )(b) of IMC Act, 1956 had not 
participated in three consecutive General Body Meetings 
ofthe Council held on 15-3-2008,13-11-2008 and 1-3-2009 
without any verbal/written communication regarding his 
absence. Therefore, Dr. Bijoy Mukherjee has ceased to 
be a member of Medical Council of India representing 
Burdwan University. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of 
sub-section (3) of Section 7 of the said Act, Dr. Bijoy 
Mukherjee shall be deemed to have ceased to be a member 
of the Medical Council of India representing Burdwan 
University with effect from the date of issue of this 
! .'''fication. 

[No. V-11013/2/2010-ME{Policy-lJ 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 

3^ RctO, 5 37^, 2010 

TKr.STT. 963.—7173)17 9173R7 31igffiiflH 
37Rlf339. 1956 (1956 39 102) ^ 31713 ^"S^-VITl (1 

(^) ^ 373717 ^ ^ nil. 7{9. SRIT'Ti’ mRH 3), Y9HN(4, 
9?7- 37#3g ^ft7T»7 fqyqfi U B TTO, aTc^IS, 

9) 1 3 ( 3 ( 31(711 779)19 773^7 911 SlefRlS ^[fTeW (979(9711719 9)t 
77l% ^ TT^TTcqRf ^ 37f97]^ ^ 91^) 90 TIITRi ^ 


919 99f9& 13173 I 9 37rg^?13 9^9^ 3^ 9:97 77979 ^ 7S9 

R?9f(^ (9)91 991 i I 

37(h?^ 379, 777997 ■3971 37(9(399 90 917! 3 

•39-9171 (1)7^ 3999 ^ STfST^I 7917*59 ^ 9(^ 
^791*9 -991719, 9I77I 777937 90 (93W 9 31398, 1960 90 
37F9^^ TTOT 9)1.371. 138 ^ t{(l<^6K 1 (^HrirlfaH 3ft7 
7T?093 7F7?ft i, 37«7{<l^ 

393 37f9^^ “ 9171 3 9 O 39-9171 (i) ^ 73^3 

(^) ^ 379Pf(T f39(f9d” ^ STcPftl 919 777s9l 42 3 O 7 377^ 
7^99 9(9RZ9f ^ 7*713 97 (wl^Tl vRtRctI 9flR87l(97T 

9 O 37 * 7 ( 7 ^ :— 

“42 il. 377R9f 9(^, 

9913T9Pf, 

■^.115. 0fe'«6a 9n^, 

37e099' 5 R 719 i979(9?I17I9, 

377893 

[77.9t.-l 1013/14/2009-9)71 (3071-1] 
373l(lT Rt9I^, 3797 77f^ 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 963.—Whereas in pursuance ofthe provision 
of sub-section (l)(b) of Section 3 of the Indian Medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) Prof. M. Ashraf Malik. 
Principal, J. N. Medical College, Aligarh Muslim University, 
Aligarh, a member of the faculty of Medicine, Aligarh 
Muslim University has been elected unanimously by the 
Court of Aligarh Muslim University to be a member ofthe 
Medical Council of India for five years with effect from 
date of issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of 
sub-section (I) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following further 
amendment in the Notification of the Government of India 
in the then Ministry of Health number S.O. 138, dated the 
9th January, 1960, namely:— 

in the said Notification, under the heading, “Elected 
under clause (b) of sub-section (1) of Section 3”, against 
serial number 42, tiic entries shall be substituted by the 
follow iug;— 

•'42. Prof. M, Ashraf Malik, 

Principal, 

J. N. Medical College, 

Aligarh Muslim University, 

Aligarh. 

[No.V-il013/14,'2009-ME(P-l] 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 


37789915(7719 

(979(970719” 


Aligarh Muslim 
University”. 
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■*Tsn?TO 

■=ltfe#,31 ^.2010 

w.3ir. 964,—^^) siMwt, 1971 (1971 ^40)'^ yra3 

^R1^ 31^'SFT^ T^fT^pRl '9raT firlfM'iS (^ 

9fl T^=i. wra, (tim -^ram) ^ ^ ^ wi^ri aiftRjrft ^ ^ irr 3m 

13^3 ?3i R#3R ^ Wi3T, «n3cT 3Part3 ^ aTr^3j;EnT wn ^Fian. 1590 f??irar 8 1993 '^f lT=i%feRr 

33^lr( j— 

^ 33r«I55p5lI ^ mfcWI ^ OT 3i. 6 3fk WfelMt RnPcrlfeld TjfiTWifim 378lfct^ ;- 

“6. eftTT^T^. 3I1TO, (-MH^TraPH), fefq^S ^ 3T^ Sisq;^ ^33^ 5131 ^ T3 rTsiT 

■'irat 3iR9ft^ Ril^is ^93 *pfeT ^3^3 sIN'K ^ p3R31 

t3inM ^ 3313 I 3ih«iy, 3313 PR-ZS1222 ^ TOWPiyJ PTWI 3TcPf(T 

331^ ^ssf?! l” 

[yn. 31. 8/6/1992-«TO-l] 
3?l|. lit. ■^. ■cRRt, 3Tg^ 3lf^ 

xn^ feuiufl : *1133 # 31^93 ^ Ixpif^T 8 1993 ^ yn.3n. 31. 1590 'STTllWi 3T?nxpf 

i 913^,2007 ^39.331. 33. 464 ?T31 a^hlfVW 991 ) 

MINISTRY OF POWER 

New Delhi, the 31st March , 2010 

S.O. 964, —In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Rakesh. N, Sahay, Manager (Human 
Resources), an officer of the National Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited,), a statutory authority and 
equivalent to the rank of Gazetted Officer of the Government, to be Estate Officer and for that purpose makes tlie following 
further amendments in the notification of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Power number 
S, 0.1590, dated the 8th July, 1993, namely :— 

In the said notification, in the Table, for serial number 6 and the entries relating thereto, the following shall be 
substituted, namely :— 

^‘6. Shri Rakesh N. Sahay, All premises belonging to, or taken on lease by the National 

Manager (Human Resources), Thermal Power Corporation Limited (N3 PC Limited) and 

National Thermal Power Corporation Limited under the administrative control of its Siiigrauli Super 

(NTPC Limited,) Singrauli Super Thermal Power Thermal Power Project, P.0, Shakti Nagar, District 
Project, Uttar Pradesh, Sonebhadra, Uttar Pradesh, Pin ; 231222 ". 

“~~~~]irNo.8/6/)992^ ni. il 
rc. P.KESMARIJt.Secy. 

Foot Note: The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India vide number S. O. 1590, dated the 8th July, 1993 
and last amended vide number S. O. 464, dated the 1st February, 2007. 

31 yr#, 2010 

^.33T. 965.—3I33FR 3*331 ^ ) STfxrfwIi, 1971 (1971 ^ 40) ^ W 3 

5131 ^ yypt y;3^ «34?i w y^i3#7R (y^etyr^ft %) 33fMy:yr yifyyrnxi ^ 33fyyfT3t 

W 333^533 3r-wfaa 33fyy5T3l ^ 33yg?y yy y3 3Tyyi 33fyyy^ trjyc? yrTcfl I am ^ yyrsR 
-y^my, vfrm333yn3 yft 33fy3j;yyi 333593 yy.sn. i760 08 yp, 1990 •^' wyy yrreft i; 33'ytr{ ;- 

^ 33fy3j^ yjt cnTcWi yjy 33 . 1 afh yfyfeyf 1W^3%33 yfy^arrf^ #Tt, siyrci 

“1 ?ft yy?33 ^yR, 3y yyyyr yfl3yi ^ 33affy33 ?ra y^ y3^ yy 33*133 

y3y3 ^?3yQT «t 4^ yiy3 yy3yft?H y3ky3 *r}c 3 yr^R 3^739, yyryi, f?cT3 y«y y^ 

(T^ Ti ly 'h ^ ,y^q1 ^ ywypiy>'frwr ^ gfc3if(3 337^ w 33 ^ t«3h i" 

[■W. 33. 8/6/1992''<'3y?3-l j 
337^. 333. y. yr?33i, 3T5jy<3 37ftry 
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f^ujUl : qRcT ^ TTjPT^ 8 1990 ^ WH ^.3n. 1760 ^ SRI ^ fs=lf^ 

15 tl^. 2006 ^ wn ^.sn. 1911 ^ SRI 3ra>lftRI ftRH ^ I 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2010 

S.O. 965.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Pankaj Kumar, Deputy Manager, an 
officer of the National Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited), a statutory authority and equivalent to the 
rank of gazetted officer of the Government, to be estate officer and for that purpose makes the following further 
amendments in the notification of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Power number 
S. O, 1760, dated the 8th June, 1990, namely:— 

In the said notification, in the Table, for serial number 1 and the entries relating thereto, the following shall be 
substituted, namely :— 

1, Shri Pankaj Kumar, Deputy Manager, All premises belonging to, or taken on lease by the National 

Korba Super Thermal Power Project, Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited) and 

National Thermal Power Corporation Limited under the administrative control of its Korba Super Thermal 

(NTPC Limited), Madhya Pradesh. Power Station, Korba, District Bilaspur, Madhya Pradesh.”. 

[F.No. 8/6/1992-TH. 1] 
LC.P.KESHARfJt.Secy. 

Foot Note: The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India vide number S. O. 1760, dated the 8th June, 
1990 and last amended vide number S. 0.1911, dated the 15th May, 2006. 


31 rH, 2010 

RR.3IT. 966,—SifsiRtPRTf 1971 (1971 RH 40) RR13^3RR 

(TJRZbM t^lfirfe) ^ SlfRpIRR ^ ^ RTRJRTRRfiRI 

3TfRR)Rt ^ RR R7 STfRRiRt Pt3<w RTRit ^ Rlt ^ “hTciH (2) '^ ■RHR yfqf^ Rl^RpIR) 

■W#' Rfr ^ a^R^ -R^fRcI SifRRnT sN RTl wftR ^3Tf ^ RttR-^RR 3lfRfRRR ^ IRt SfRRI SRpfa RfRRI 

arfRRRM Ril RRR Rit R^ ^ifRRRf RR 3^7 RRfsR' RR M?R Rlt^, 3I«lfr^ 

dlfcdebi 


RTR afrfVRRTt RR RIR R RR RftRT Rit ^ R;R 3lfRRR7 ^ Rit 7»IRtR R^RT 

R 


“1. RRTR71RF, ■g^RRVRI (RIRR RRIRR), 

R*^?I RIR7 RiR^tfelR fefRfe Riftis) 

dl^lOdMI RTcR '815^ RIRT Rt.3i\. R2RI^, 

: RtR Rrmt, TRTRR^, Rite-249135 I 

2. ^ RTI.^. ^ RflRRRRT, %FI^ RIR7 

RRTRftRR IcrlfMte), d4ldH 

r^wy'iis RTR7 vll'ilRi, RRR^7js), RSRI^ 
7RR5^ ^ teRIZ, RRtelR fte, : 

RRTcfr, arRRaS, fRR Rite-246443 I 


RRR^ RIRT RRTRTteH felR^'S (RrMtS Mr^S) 
RRTrR 3TRRT TR^ 5RIR^ R7RR; RRT TRRlt ^iteltt- 
RTR RCT FI?^ RIR7 Rt.3Tl. RZRRt, IVcii : TtR RR^fr, 

TTRTn^, ^te-249135 R?IIRfRR> fRRRR ^ 3TR^ RRt 
1 

^^WI RIR7 RRteftlTR fdPR^S (R=teNtRt PdfRi^) ^ 
■RRfRR 3J81R1 ^71^ ^ R^ RT feR RTT 7f*1I •^TJept RRteR fR®j- 
■Rl¥ flf^ RIRT RP^R^, RRR^i^sl, RRRTcT TRR3^ ^ fwz, 
R^tRIR RltetR3,1^ : ^RRtdt, ddTIIsI^, IrR Rte-246443 
^ R^RRIrRI fRRR’R ^ 3TrnfR TT^ I" 


[RR. R- 8/6/1992-^.R:R. 1] 
311^. Rt. Rt. TT^RR Tlf^ 
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New Delhi, the 31 St March, 2010 

S.O. 966.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints the officers mentioned in column (1) of the 
following Table, being officers of the National Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited), a statutory authority 
and equivalent to the rank of gazetted officer of the Government, to be estate officers for the purposes of the said Act, 
who shall exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties imposed on the estate officers by or under the said Act, 
within the local limits of their respective jurisdiction in respect of the categories of public premises specified in the 
corresponding entry in column (2) of the said Table, namely:— 


TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Name and designation of officer 

Categories of public premises and local limits ofjurisdiction 


(1) 

0 

“1. 

Shri Gajadhar Singh, Chief Manager (Human 
Resources), National Thermal Power Corporation 
Limited (NTPC Limited), Lohari Nag Pala Hydro 
Power Project, P. 0. Bhatwari, District: Uttarakashi, 
Uttarakhand, Pincode-249135. 

All premises belonging, to or taken on lease by National 
Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited) and 
under the administrative control of its Lohari Nag Pala Hydro 
Power Project, P. 0. Bhatwari, District: Uttarkashi, Uttara¬ 
khand, Pincode-249135. 

2 . 

Shri N. K. Singh, Deputy General Manager, 

National Thermal Power Corporation Limited, 

(NTPC Limited,) Tapovan Vishnugad Hydro 

Power Project, Kagbhusandi, NearGarhwal 

Scouts, Badrinath Road, Joshimath, District: 
Chamoli, Uttarakhand, Pincode-246443. 

All premises belonging to, or taken on lease by the National 
Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited) and 
under the administrative control of its Tapovan Vishnugad 
Hydro Power Project, Kagbhusandi, Near Garwal Scouts, 
Badrinath Road, Joshimath, District: Chamoli, Uttarakhand, 
Pincode-246443.” 



[F. No. 8/6/1992-TH. I) 



I.C. P. KESHARI, Jt.Secy, 


31 ^,2010 

967.—^ '9ft5R (3prf«i^ 3rfVi#iqlf ^ ) srfijpPTO, 1971 (1971 ^40)^*lRr3 

^ gtsraf, W^) ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

t 3Tk ^ H4M4, «tR?t ^ gn.3n. 299 29 1995 

Tf?fT?T=t 

T4fl tiir<n'bi It. 1 sftr nfqfe<<( Pi‘^Rnf<sni ^ ^ xfowiftd IsM, : 


1 . 

sci4?{ -qrat 

(^ 
Tfrar si'll =hi, r»igi< I 


1(^414)^ RrlPlifi ^ 3t«M '3n«^ ^ ■’R tT«lT 

^ «p5ei ■'trar 51^, 4i4)yt wray, 

1^-813203 ^ Pi<iY|u| ^ atcpfe 3ti^ 71^ 

vm 1” 


[m U 8/6/1992 -*i4^-I] 

3t^. #. ^1^ 

trr^ -fenm 'rrh ^ ^ 29 1995 ^ 299 ^ ?nT sffipt 

i 8 2007 ^ W§41 ^.3n. 1590 ^ SRI fratfidd ^pn I 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2010 

S.O. 967,—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri S. K. Mukherjee, Deputy Manager 
{Human Resouces), an officer of the National Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited), a statutory authority 
and equivalent to the rank of gazetted officer of the Government, to be estate officer and for that purpose makes the 
following further amendments in the notification of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Power number 
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S. 0.299, dated the 29th December, 1995, namely:— 

in the said notification, in the Table, for serial number 1 and the entries relating thereto, the following shall be 
substituted, namely :— 

‘M. Shri S. K. MukJierjee, Deputy Manager, All premises belonging to, or taken on lease by National 

(Human Resources), National Thermal Power Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited) and 

Corporation Limited, (NTPC Limited) Kahalgaon under the administrative control of its Kahalgaon Super 

Super Thermal Power Project, Bihar, Thermal Power Project, P, O. Deeptinagar, District-Bhagal- 

pur, Kahalgaon-813 203, Bihar/’. 

[F.N0.8/6/1992-TH. I] 
LC. P.KESHARI,Jt. Secy. 

FootNote: The principal notification was published in the Gazette ^f India vide number S. O. 299, dated the 29th 
December, 1995 and last amended vide number S. 0.1590, dated the 18th May, 2007. 

31 ^,2010 

^.3n. 968.—*114-^1 Pt<=n STftrfw?, 1971 (1971 ^ 40) ^ *^171 3 

5RT ^ TraW Rd<vSKI 4]+l1 % ) ^ 

sft fqcrHi ^ ^ 7P5Rfef ^ ''K ^ «H<ri ^ 

3fR 'IRcT ^ 2423 2 , 2002 fHHfdRsId 'JEWISH 

i; 3IS^fg 

■ 3 ^ ^ niRn«»)( '^f 1 «fql4:qi RiHRiRacI : 

"1 4) rc|r«H 3iWT, ("Rm -3^ ?RI ^ ^ feir 313; 

■#13 ^ «1#1 ■qm 81#T W #13 ^ ^13^37 #^3, f^TRigT, 

cFKmUvH Rlfq^ iif3)«q3 l 133-495558 s}3l«qd ^ 5JVn## 133313 ^ 373# 33^ 31^ 

■^*131 1 ” 

[33. ■^1. 8/6/1992-«l#-l] 
33^. # ■^. ^#1, ■3533 7Tl33 

■qi3 fiU4UI : ’373 ’Tl^m 'gisq 37fq7j;33I U 33.33. 2423 l33f3> 2 ^333^, 2002 ^ ^3l37 y+iRfId ^ 3^ I 

New Delhi, the 31st March, 2010 

S.O. 968.—In exercise of the powers conferred by section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorised 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri Wilson Abraham, Manager (Human 
Resouces), an officer of the National Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited), a statutory authority and 
equivalent to the rank of gazetted officer of the Government, to be estate officer and for that purpose makes the 
following amendments in the notification of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Power number 
S. 0.2423, dated the 2nd July, 2002, namely:— 

In the said notification, in the Table, for serial number 1 and the entries relating thereto, the following shall be 
substituted, namely :— 

‘M. Shri Wilson Abraham, All premises belonging to, or taken on lease by National 

Manager (Human Resources), Thermal Power Corporation Limited (NTPC Limited) and 

Sipat Super Thermal Power Project, under the administrative control of its Sipat Super Thermal 

National Thermal Power Corporation Limited Power Project, P. O. Sipat, District-Biiaspur-495 558, 

(NTPC Limited), Chhattisgarh. Chhattisgarh.”. 

[F.No. 8/6/1992-TH.I] 
1. C. P. KESHARI, Jt. Secy. 

FootNote: The principal notification was published in the Gazette of India vide number S. O. 2423, dated the 2nd 
July, 2002 
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33rer 3 <>t w rf'i i P r q ; 

(fiivin) 

RotO, 8 3T^cf, 2010 

^.3IT. 969.—<^^<4 ^VR trI ^ % 

■ 3 :^ 1^ 1^’ ^ 3?Tf1cT ^') W 3?k ^ 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) TOI ^ 3^1 ‘RR Rmr 

(RTS#' 3T^[RkR) fRTIR, 1987 ^ ^ 31^ t 3^k |R Rm ^ ^'RTERI 1RRmiT TIR^ 3Wfq R Rl 3R?1 RfSR 

RRT«f?n =?=nR 77^ aflT fatf^ R 39^^ ^ T^; 

3m:, 31R,^RftR7RRR7,3^3lMRRR^ RRT36R7t3tR-qRI (7) 3fk3R-7IRI (8) SIRTTR TT^rlRl’^ TRIR RRR 
TiRTfi ^fTR <-oh<m RiPHis, hi<>Ri Rjm'mmR, r. i , i<r«*«T <«iO ^ (60 Rt rir its tp rtr) Rm>i^, 
^-600079, RfRrRTI SIR fRfRf^m R73JR R«7 I«RtT (RRI*Rn 11) RR^ “tTM” »JRmn ^ 3m^7J^ Rf^. 3RRRTf^ RRm 
RRRTm (tRrmiRTRnT) «^Rf5c7Rn,fR77^5f5RnRTR "WENSAR" t (f^ 5 RR ?R^ RTRR^RRR RfSrI ^ R 77 f) 3 [|^ 
fRR 3T^iKR 311^ xm ^/09/08/366 RR3<%R RRI t, ST^RKR 7Rm-RR RI^ RIRlt t I 

' 3RR RT5?1 Rcp 7RTR RH RR ^ SHRlftcI SRRRlf^ Rim RRRRRI (tRcTHIR 7^) t I TRR^ 3TfRRmR 

'%IRRT 300 7T. t 3?R ^TfTRR ^IRRI 200 ft.m t I RRITTR RT7RH STRRm (i) 10 fR.TI. t I T![5P 3RRRgm ^ t fRR^ 
TTR 7f^ ^^IRRmmRRRf Rlfel 3RRR5m 7RrR t I 77771 3cR^ ^SIRIS (TJ^ ^ ^) TSTi RlHR 9fR>llR ^l^TR RRRT i I 
39*7y| 230 RTRE 50 TcRTRr! RTR T^OR 77 RTFJ RT7RT % I 



3TrflR-2 RfSrT ^ TTtfm Rrm 77 RTR7IR5 517717 

^ RTHR 7^ 3IR 3T7 7)R7 =P ^ R R Rlfci'i RTR7 fTTTRT 7i7 WiRi'l 7>t Rlcft f I ^ RT^ R R Rlfd'l 
RT77 fTTTm 77, RJlf«T7 ^ ffTR 775 TTtrl ^ 7I1R fSTfcqri gn RT^ RRI t I RTSTI 77 RtTTTR 7177 7R TRRR 77 7?^ 

mJTWfZ 5PTinR ■5r>T7 RRI t I 

3R7, TTRltR 777777, TTR 3lfRf7RR 77 RRI 37> Tit 77- RTR (12) SIR RTR 7if«W7l 77 MrVi TvTcl R5 RlRtin grTTT 
5 f7I 377 Rf5PI T 3I^m<7 ^ IR 7RFR77 ^ 377^7 'STR f^fTRITT SIR RTlt fR^SIR, ferm ^ SI^TTR 3^7 3771 RIRlft R ftlTTR 
377 iT^JRlfSR RT57I 77 fRfRRtR fTIRT RRI f-, WTftR 3<l) “JSTTI ^ ^ R7>, RRI*}cII 3^(7 TT^RimR ^ nicl'i ^RTIT^I rI 17R 

71 ifR.RI. R 50fR.RI. 777 ^"i”RI7^f^ 100 R .50,000 7^^^ R’RfRNRRIRRH smTT?! (Tm) ^ 100 ^.Rl. RTTTIR 
37fRR7 ^ “i" RTR ^ fm 5000 R 50,000 777 TTI ^ R R7RIRR RTRRIR 3T7RRI (RR) 7#7 50 fe.ln. 777 TTl 3irR777R «7R7I 
7FR r. 377 “i" RTR | • |0‘, 2* 10* 377 5x 10*, ^ 77 RRI7RR7 R1 TTRIfRT) RI 7pi ^ RRcJiHJ f I 

, [77. R. 5«7RJ,in7-21 (27i).O008] 
r 1. ITR. fnSVlT., Mr 77 Rn Wrir 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 8lh April, 2010 

S,0. 969, —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval or' 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8 ) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Centra] Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication ofmedium accuracy (Accuracy Class-11) of series “ECB" and with brand 
name “WENSAR*’ (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Wensar Weighing Scales Limited, 
Maruthi Complex, Ground Floor, No. 1, Narasimha Desari Lane, (inside 60A, N.S.C. bose Road), Sowcarpet, Chennai-600079 
which is assigned the approval mark [ND/09/08/366; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop t>pe) with 
a maximum capacity of300 g and minimum capacity of 200mg. The verification scale interval (e) is 10nig. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

The sealing is done through the hole, made in the bottom plate and top cover of the scale, and then sealing wire 
is passed through these two hole. Stamping plate is connected through sealing wire passing from the body of scale with the 
lead seal, to get the stamping. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar 
make,accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 100 to 50,000 for 'e' value of I mg. to 50mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range ofSOOO to 50,000 
for‘e’value of 100 mg. or more and with ‘e’valueof lO^ 2 ^ l0^or5^l0S where k is a positive or negative whole number 
or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and vviih the same 
materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-2i (27 D/2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^.33r. 970.—fsrf^ TIlfiTOft SRf ^ 3I?g5T ft’Ai ^ W«IH ^ 

^ gfSicT ilfSH ^ T|^ ^’) ^ 3 i\t T7HJ tn^ 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) W W alk ^ 'RH^ 

CRfe#’^ 313R)'<H) tWT, 1987 ^ 3T3¥^^ 3?k?1TRT(TR^t^’RTg^i% mraK3r%T^ 3WrfV R *fl ^ TTfe^ 

R«n«fm RRPr f^R=T ■^‘ 3R^<W 3RR RRW T^; 

a?cT: 3TR RTfcRK, 3R?T arfRfRRR gft Rro36Rft^-Rm (7) 3?k^-RRI (8) ?RI KR Tlferaf ^ ^ 

fti, TTRta?!^ rHWm # 255, II ^ %T R>R, RfffZR?WR, 600096 'SRI n^RWd RWJR R«^T*^a^ 

(RRT*lcn III) “ *JS«r^-202~^” ’^ladl ^ 3TRr5i TJ]5R Sf^q-qilrin fl)trn ■SRRTRR '^5R 'ftRJR 

■Rf?Tl) “■^f^” t (f^^'?R^R?^3«!RT5^R??7TTRTt) 3flTfTO3!5R)^f%?:3TT^ 

■^/09/08/319 RRI t, RRr»m ^ t I 

a OKI nlscn rc(<jici ■>)ai yoh[t rtf RR ajlRTfRI aRR^lf^ cflHT ^TR ftlWM ^R'l 

■g^Ri Rf??i) t I arfR^RR srrh 5000 fern i aik 20 fe.m 11 rirrtr 3rrri (^) i t 

I TR^' TT^ 3F^<JdR ^ fara^n ?m oRcl<+,dHlrM<+> RlftcT 3?I0RpR RRIR ^ I TIRJm 3r«>jfR. -^15 (^ ^ ■^) 

FTcTR RftwTIR RRm f I aM4><«l 230 afk 50 Urqidtff RRI WR RT Rr4 ^ I 



3Tr^-2 ^*37 ^ RfScT RR rMBR RIRRH 

hIFci'i RvT^ rr tr^rr aftr tsfr $s1ok<i7 ^ Irtrr) rtf anaiST rjrt afk fr'R rrsrr ^ ^ 1rr3. rtj t afir trttr 

a^ TTIRT ^ RrRTRR ^ f^FT TR RR TtF? RTRT 'R RTRT RRT ^ I Rid fRRT fRRT fR <alc1l RfR RT RR^ I 

aftr, RIkOR R'l+R, RRR arfRfRRR gj) giR 36 R^) RR-»JRI (12) SRI RSR TlfRRRi' gR Tgig g^g gigirn RRRT 

f 1% RRR RfScR ^ ar^RIRR ^ ?R RRTRRR ^ 3RRfR ;JR) fRfRRfRT SRI RR) IrSTR, 'feaniR ^ ST^RR RR RRt RTRlft R fRRR 
^ arjRtfel Rfe73 RR fRfRRtR f^ RRI t, MrI^IR RR) ^ ^ Ft ■^, RRI^^tcR atR Rtl-’tmdR R RRIR iRR^'H Rt ?1R 

an 5 m RI RR# arfRRT # ‘'^’’ RH # 1^ 500 R 10,00(1 RR7 # TR 4 RrRTRR RTRRIR afRTRT (RR) Rfef 50 fR7.m R 
arfVR 3TR 10000 %m RRf Rit arf^gRTR ^IRgy g# 3TR “^’' RR 1 X 10*, 2x10* am 5> 10*, # F, ait »RI?RRr RI RTRrRR 
R1 RpT # RRg?R f I 

[RR. R. RR-21 (72)/200X] 
Rt. TR. ^H,R, fRSTJR, fRf»R5 RR fRRR 


W ' 
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New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 

S.O. 970.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tank Weighing System with Batching Facility) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) 
of series ''UW-202 and with brand name ‘‘UNI WEIGH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. ACI Systems & Services, # 255,11 Main Road, Nehru Nagar, Kouivakkam, Chennai-600096 and which is assigned the 
approval mark IN D/09/08/319; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (ElectronicTank 
Weighing System with Batching Facility) with a maximum capacity of 5000 kg, and minimum capacity of 20kg. The 
verification scale interval (e) is 1 kg. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light 
Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current 
power supply. 



Figure-2 Sealing provision of the indicator of model 

Manner & Place of Sealing: By the rear side of the indicator 2 holes are made by cutting the outer cover and rear 
plate and fastened by a leaded wire through these two holes for receiving the verification stamp and seal. The indicator 
cannot be opened without tampering the seal. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 50 kg. to 10000kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for‘e’ value of 5g, or more and with‘e’value of lx 10^ 2 x io'‘or5xlOL where k 
is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21(72)/2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^.3TT. 971.—Hl[eir«<jd (T^l 3Tlf), Hm '^rro 3rgiTrT=f 

T? ^ 1TT«T 3Rg(T ^ fsRR ?RIT '’T? ITiTrtJPI ?1 Tm 11% '3^ tt9T^ 'R ^f% fTfecI (3^ ^ ^ 31T^ ^■) 

iTR T3FI 3 TMw 1, 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) 3«1I W sfR TTN iimJ CRfeRTl' ^ 19X7 ^ 3TafVT' ?F 

i sfR ^ 'wa ■««rr^ ^ d'lidK tttri ^ 3igfv ■^' «jt 3^ ■RfeB ^3 ttt sIr fgf>R3 4 

dV-yoH 9R3I 

333;, 3T3,^^13T33R,33S1 3Tf»3f^ 3f) 3R-^TRT (3) ^ VRT 36 33 3R-t|RT (7) 3fR 3t[-yRT ( X) ?RT 

Sfir«w9i ^3?Wf?3Tr fef^Ruart^Rm,■ 51 ^it 1^, i26-f?^tf^-ft5nit 

^l4l<n ?RT i^TiWa 'inNcH ftrf^ *jOlcll ''F^ flFft^RT RR, 3t3?3> 1J13 llflcl (1^TO ^R TRR7 R^xTR^ 333 RTSRT 3U T3T 
t) WR3 it' ■^FRft RRIcl R^Rf fFRlFR RT. %., 521-522, 3R#I3H ’^IRT, HT RftlR, ftlFR W, 3? 

10001 5R11^ ^ 31 3T3 R ^ f^RFftR t sIr fTO 31jMKH fgf 33? RR it,'13/08'227 

%3j w i, 31-JRKH RRR R3 3Rt i I 



33^-2 ; RTl^ Rt itf^ RIRRH 33 TTrfOT 1191RTM I 
3^ Wlfd'i ^ Rl>< li.'h Rtd kH<; 7RIT3R, RTRT Kiel ^ 3IR R 33 feSI R R 33 3i RI^ 3iR 3R R3 'f33T! 
j|l31 ^ I RTlRf 3?) RtcT33 3R3 ^ '3R3R 33 R3> R?RT 373373^ URRIR 3RTt3<1 R'41 33T i I 

333 hTsci 37R RTf3t33 fSRRTORR Ri77 it tilRfRR ‘{pfi RRTcT^ R 333fil '31 Rrfp RT? 'i 'tRTjR" 

RT 3ni 37(TT i I <593><ui 337 it RRR R37 ^ 3R 3?RT3 33 FJ^TTR 3^ RTRRTT i sfR RTl i WrR RRR 37 TRRRT 3731 t I 
?R3ft Rf33RIR RRTT ^3 Quis 40. 70, 90 3T 130 ti37 Rfi iW=ni T 'iTR 1R6JR ^ RIRi R Qms 40 73371333 :7R RRTcTR 
R^ 37 4, 4, 4 3ft7 !3 %37/fR33 sfR IR3R RR7R37 33 0.5 f I IR37T 3T7RT R^rfiRR 33331' i ^ i R3TT 5 I -3-7 
6 atif R STR RfRRTcfR 13 '*5^ 6 3T37f i' RlffTR 3R3T f I ?RR RT ^ ^1337 RT % I "333 RT373 3^ '44,^1 337 11 ? i 

STJRR R7t^ 1%3? 3311 I 

[33. R. ITF^j RR-21 (55 ) ■ 20()X J 

37 . 33 . in^RT, f 3 T 7 I 37 , RT 3 13373 
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New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 

S.O, 971,—Whereas the Central Govemnient, after considering the report submitted to it along with the pattern 
evaluation report and test result granted and approved by the prescribed authority, a notified body for the purpose in the 
Neatherlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Neatherlands is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure 
given below) is in conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the 
Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy 
over period of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub-section (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of model of Fuel Dispensing Pump with digital indication (hereinafter referred to as the said model) of series 
Global Vision manufactured by M/s, Dresser Industria e Comercio Ltda, Wayne Division, DivisaoWayne, Estrada do 
Timbo, 126, Higienopolis, Rio de Janerio-RJ, Brazil and marketed in India without any alteration before or after sale by M/s. 
General Energy Management Systems Pvt. Ltd., No. 521-522, Commercial Plaza, Hotel Le Meridian, Windsor Place, New 
Delhi-1 lOOOland which is assigned the approval mark IND/13/08/227; 



Figure-2 : Scaling diagram of the sealing provision of the model. 

Fur Sealing the totalizer a seal plate is inserted and screws are passed through the holes located in the top of the 
seal plate and lighten with the nut and then scaled. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given 
above, 

I he said mokdcl is working on the principle of electronic and positive displacement meter comprising of a dispensing 
unit operating In attended or stand-alone mode. The equipment may dispense one to four products at a time and operate 
in dillcrent number oi* modes. Its maximum How range of40,70,90 or 130 litre per minute and is case of blending the 
Qinax is 40 litre/minute and corresponding minimum flowrate is4,4,4 and 13 litre/minute and its accuracy class is 0.5. It is 
used lor the measurement of petroleum products. The volume is indicated by 6 digits, and maximum price to pay by 6 digits. 
It is also having pre set facility. Fhe said model has been tested according to OIML R 117 specifications. 

(F.No. WM-21(55)/2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 










16^8 1 Ht uAiLti It ur iinuia:ai'kjl i /, ^uiu/UHAilKA 27,1932 [Part 11—SEC.3(ii)] 

8 31^, 2010 

^.3?T. 972.—^^ SRT '3^ ^ Trqj t 

3^ frrr^ ^fSm Tiferi (^ ft ^ sn^ ^') ^ 3ik titt Tn33r sifvfm, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) «T«n w 3ik ^ t?h^ 
(Tfls#‘ f^, 1987 ^ 39^tif ^ 3T5^ t affT W 3?t 1crnicTR 3P^ ^ 3igfv *ft 3^ Tifs^ 

W<i?TT ^31^ 7T^ 3^>T farfM^ ^ftfwfTOf 393«W ^ 3RH ^?T?n 3^; 

3m:, 3ra, ^^?fNTrmrR’, 333 3rf3f33^ 3ni 36 3f[ 33-313 (7) 3?It 33-313 (8) ?13 ir!J3 ?lf33^'33 33t3 31T^ 

•gf33?f?l 3 I<+IRii, 6-3-609/1/2’^, 333 3m, 333^3 33T 33^, 7l33l3I3, ^333K-500004 333 3^ ?13 RirnWd 
3«33 331«}31 (33T«^313^ III) 31^ “Tr33^^" ofSmi ^ ammi ^J33 3fF3, 3TI33#m TflrH 33^33 (t^m 313 31|3) ft 
hTsci 311, Ill's 311 313 331^ ^ (f3T^ 5^'i> hkpi^ 3 <w 3Tsci 3151 331 ^) PjI^ 31^3)33 fW^i 

3Tlf 1371 ^/09/08/218 3Mti<R!Id 3311, 3153)33 3313 33 3tR[ ^im) t I 

■333 hTsci 1^^ [q<jjn 3J31R 33 3R '^m 3T13lfm 33P33llcm 3lm3 333133 {^'d<ri m3 mf3) I 53«h1 siftmi'dH 
^331 30 %.31. 3f)7 ^5^133 ^1331 100 in. t I 333133 3I33H 3m3m (^) 5 31. f I f33 3T1^3gm3 t f3T333 m3 

3)3713 ^T331cT3Ir331 3lft3 33035313 3313 1 331171 41316 (3^ 'i ^) 337f alH3 313313 dS<^f5icT 31731 ^ I T33133 

230 3132 3lk 50 3r3133f 313 3313 37 31l4 317311 I 



3351)3-2 : mT317m ^ 3TSm 311 313313 I 

d)ci3 33317m ^ 313) 3731 3^ *h71 3137 3^)7 CICI 3l) 332317 ^ ^3 fV>y, ^lu, ^ 3l)7 7233 3l)7 3)ci ^ 

7113133 fdO. '?3 ^ 1)3) 31) mis 317 3131 331 I tTIci 3)^ '(331 ^slditi. 31) olril dg) 31 713131 I hTsci 30 7l)3133 3170 ^ 

3333 33 TJ31 3^3) 4131113 33^33 3311 I 

307, 3N)3 717337, 333 3Tf3f333 30 V171 36 30 33-3171 ( 12) ?171 333 7Tf333)'33 33)3 3173 5)7 3? 31710 

0 f31 333 3T57T ^ 315*033 ^ fTl 3333 33 ^ 3T303 ’370 f3f33)31 S171370 Rl^ld, f4''j|l^3 ft 315737 307 370 73310 10 031713 
333 3153)r<d 3T4m 0101303 13131 331 f, fclplftcl 370 *jl3mi ^ 0^0 # 031, 33101T1 307 3110317R ^ 10733 333133 *0 #) 30 
5 31. 31 271^ 3lf331 ^ “^” TfH ^ 500 ^ 10,000 331 ^ ^ 0' 7113133 313*33 3m7im (*73) 7003 50 131.31. -0 

5000 131.31. 331 30 3033111*1 31*13131^ i'307 *33 lx 10*, 2x10*, 5x 10*, ^ t, 30 3Hk33. 31 ^ 133 1 5^131 31 ?pi 

^71*157=3 f I 

[33.71.^5^17*1-21 (74)/2008] 
173. ^«13, 0T0m31, IMV31 *33 13533 



[win—13^ 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 

S.O. 972.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tabletop Type) with digital indication of "SWT” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) and with 
brand name "SMART WEIGH’' (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Universal Marketing, # 
6-3-609/1/2/A, Isl Floor, Anand Nagar Colony, Khairathabad, Hydedrabad-500004, A. P. and which is assigned the approval 
mark IN D/09/08/218; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop Type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg, The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED)display indicatesthe weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



Figure-2 : Sealing diagram of the model. 

Sealing is done by making the holes at the bottom plate and the upper cover ofihe weighing instrumeni from the 
right side and fastening a leaded wire for receiving the vcrific^ation stamp and seal, fhe instrument can not he opened until 
seal is broken. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ofihe said Ad, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing in.strumcnis 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same scries with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for‘e’ value of 100 mg. to 2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 
10,000 for value of 5 g. or more and with‘e'value of 1 10^ 2 x 10‘‘or5><10^ where k is a positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with 
the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

|l‘.No.WM-2l (74)/2008| 
IT N. DIXn, Director oI Legal Metrology 
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«J5T,31T. 973.—?RT yfcjii fwi^ ^ 'T? TWrypT ^ ^PTI f. fw. 

^ -4^ Ti^ anffw ^■) 3?!7 ■qpw arftifm, i976 (1976 ^ 60) w -itr-jtn 

( mT4hT ^ ) f^. 1987 ^ ^ arj?^ ^ afir ffl ^ ^ t f^maiR Wl gfy srgfy -q' qr qf?^ 

qqiiicTT ^RTt^ T#n M'vpT ^ Wl ^RrTT T^; 

3T^: 3T^ ^ HRl 36 ^ ^-MTTT (7) STR 3R»JTn (8) IRT TKrl ^ifwi ^ ^ 

-W H l <ilfd‘ l, # 6-3-609/1/2T?, 3l«W aTH^ 4.HH1,4n«TF?Tq, kfWK-500004 3TTy 71^ ?m NfnWd 

CRSiTfs^iit ^ III) ^ “q;«4«r4qli0”*'jT3^^ af^Tj^Tif^. apR^rf^^fn=R 

^ RR t (fro ■Rqi t) aTR fSTR aRJRT^ an^ 

'^/09/08/2! 9 7^11, ar^Rl^ UMRi’R ^ Wt t I 

irns^ ^ tr.'r ^ rr ^ 37i*.Rfef aR^^#RT cficn aq*(ui ( f. \ aTfy^r?R 

sHRcTi 1000 fe.Tn. afR ■:?pRR f^TR?n 4 t^.m i 1 wrqiq'3 MNHH a^TOR (^) 200 m t I TT^ aiT'tRgR^ fr farw 
7R 9fh?TR oqel9'<HH I rM«6 Vlfta aiT?J^TgR4 9*11^ t I SR^ TRfe (R?f i ■^) TR?) WIRH 9^^119 ayqRld t I 

TWRT 230 afR 50 Tlrmq# ‘4RT ^RRI ■qT ^JR} ^RR t I 



331^-2 : ■5R RT^ qq Rtfd’l RTRRR I 

RtcTR "aWRl ^ qRT) cTTR3 ^ 3Rft RRR afk firl <*l<i=b< q) ^ RT^ f STR leRR afR TTB 

3369194 ^ fRR T4 ^ ■^’ Rit RR "R RT'RT RRl ^ I Rftrl Rfi 5sl«^<i< Ri) 33R4I qn W'hdi I RfeRl RH 'RRrIR RRR 
Rqqq RR rRsRTR:^ 419019 RR^ W f I 

alR, jidjlo fRRJR, RRR ^RfRRR RTl tTRT 36 RR-RRI (12) ?[RI RRR TlfeRTT RR RR^R ^3R R? RIRRl RRRl 
i RRR RTRrT al^R^ ^ fR RRFRRR ^ aRpfR ^ IrPirRh ?R1 TRt ftRSM, 'feRT^ ^ aTJRR 3TR R3R RTRRt R f^qR 
TRR 3Tjq|lRri RfS^ RR fRfRRfR fRRTT RRT IqP-lftO TRI *J33^ ^ '^R>, RRT*Rr alR R>t4rR 4R ^ RRTR 'aRRTRR RT ?fR 

aft lOOfR.RT. ^2m RRT^“^"RH^%R; lOO"^ 10,000 RRf ^ RRRRR RTRRH 3RRM (R^T) afR 5 RT. RTRRR arfRRT 

"i" RH ^ ■Rrt 500 ^ 10,000 RRT RT) ^ '^f RrRIRR RTRRH 3TRR^ (T^R) Rf?R 50 %.RT. RRT RTl aifyRTRR WRRT RT^ f 
3 jR “^"qH 1x10*, 2x10* 3?R 5x10*, ^f, Rft RRTrR^ RT RFRTTRRT‘'{RfRT RI ^ ^ RR^RR t I 


[RR. R. ^^R3T-21 (74 )/2008 ] 
■RR. fRRRTRT, MRRT RN fRRR 


[WTIl-TsFS 30i)] : 33^ 17, 2010M? 27 , 1932 ___ 1901 

New Delhi, the 8lh Apri 1,20 i 0 

S.O. 973.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now', therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-aulomatic weighing 
instrument (Platform Type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) of series ‘SWPT ’ and w ith 
brand name “SMART WEIGH’' (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Universal Marketing, 
H 6-3-609/1/2/A, 1st Floor, Anand Nagar Colony, Khairaihabad, Hydedrabad-500004, A. P. and which is assigned the 
app ro va I mark IN D/09/08/219; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing Instrument (Platform Type) with 
amaximumcapacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of4 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200 g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the w-eighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



Figure-2 : Sealing Provision of the indicator of model. 


Sealing is done by making the holes at the bottom plate and the upper cover of the weighing instrument from the 
right side and fastening a leaded wire for receiving the verification stamp and seal. The instrument cannot be opened until 
seal is broken. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act. the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the w eighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series w'ith maximum capacit) above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg. w ith 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for 'e' value of 5 g or more and with *e’ value of I ^ 10^ 2^10'' or 
S^\0\ where k is a positive or negative w'hole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. W.M-21(74)2U08J 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrolog) 
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974.—f^r^ci RTfV^iRt SRI '3^ ■ftTrii 'TiH ^ W 'RRT^-IH FT TRi t 

^3i^TTTqx|B^3jf?^fWT, 1976 (1976 ^60) tT«?I W STR RTR 
( RTSelT ^ 3T5RtST) 1^, I987 ^ f 3fi7 TR W ^ t % cH'IWR ■jrmrj ^ aiorfKj -q Tft 3^ 

Wti 7#^ 3f[7 RftlwfRRi' ii <J9y4rl KH ^RST T^; 

3T?T: 33^ 777^, ^ 3TfRf^ ^ t-IRT 36 4it ^--RRT (7) 3?lT'377-RRr (8) SRI 3 ISt 1 TlfePTI ^ SRIRT ^ 

tfeRHI ^ 7^, U 7ft-69, im^ei^TI, ^R7TR-560022 SRl 

(Tlin«i?n^ III) “X!7T3JI^^'i^-R)TTR" »|igcR ^ SRTR ^W®I ( M<fifHc6d ^ ZT?R) 7R 

nlsd r4f(«6 W5 TTR “^ ffeTTRl” ^ (f5I77 TRR ?774> RT^TSTpjj-^) fbn7 srgqRTi VI^ TT^ 
:^/09/()8/359 TTR^S^ tt^t i, srgiftSR 3Rm^ ^ ^TSt f I 

■jaRI 3T7g^lf?R1 R'^rH'txH Wr?n ^JWtri f fSTTIR rltg7 31K gcTI 300 f^.TJl. ^ Slf^WTR STR 

2 f^.m Rfl iRRm ^ T^TcI "RI^ 'R7 37^RT%R7 RW ij TT^RR RFTl RSI RR TIRkTI t I TTcRPH RTRHR WT7IR (1) 100 RI. t I 



bTR. RRStR 777RR7, 3RR JRf^TfTRR ^ »7T7I 36 R7t TR-RRl (12) SRI 3 IStI R3T RRPl ^ ^ q? TTTRRI RRtf) 

i fR7 RRR TRSR ^ 3TTRIT3 ^ TR 37RFPTR ^ 31^ R77t W=TRfcn SRI ^ fTOM. ^ ^TJRR 3TR RTTI TTTWt 77 f3I7T77 

TR?I iRT#^ trf^ ^ fRfHHR fRTTI Rt^i f _ fcffRf^ra T77t “jWT ^ ^ ^ ■^, 'R^7I«^R^ 3717 <*l47M7 ^ cHTTR RRRRR Rt -gTR 
30 S RI. RT TR77 37f»7R? 3R frTR 5()() R 1 (),()()() ?RF Rlt tH R TToTIRR T7IRRH 3RRI77 { TTR) TTfSR 50 fe.m. R 5000 fe.ST. cTR? RTf 
bTfTTRRIR KfTTrn RIri t 3TR "i” RT7 i ' I()'\ 2^0* RT 5 G(r\ ^ t, RR VRTrRRI RI ^CTIcRRI R1 ^ ^ TTR^rR t I 

[RR. 77.^«=^TiR-2|(240)/2008] 
Rt. ITT. StflRS, frSRRI, MvR3 RTR 


[MmiI-71TJ5 3(ii)] MRtT^TTsm: 33^ 17,2010/^ 27, 1932 1903 


New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 

S,0. 974,—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
machine (Mechanical Platform-Loose weight type) of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-1 H) of series “N1W-PM’' and with 
brand name ‘‘NE W INDIANA'' (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. New Indiana Weighing 
Scales, ^C-69, D.UT.T.L,, Kanteerava Studio Main Road, Yeshwanthpura, Bangalore-560022 and which is assigned the 
approval mark IN D/09/08/359; 

The said model is a mechanical non-automatic weighing instrument with compound levers and position of 
equilibrium is obtained by placing proportional weights on steel yard with a maximum capacity of 300 kg. and minimum 
capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. up to 5000 kg. with verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for‘e'value of 5 g or more and with‘e'value of lxl0\ 2 I0*‘or5xl0\ where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (240)/2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3n. 975 .—^^ 777^77 ^KI. gTO VTgcl '77 fcf^m ^ 77^ M «Al»7)-4 ?: ’l-qT f fe 

3^ tcTO It ^■) w aftr -qn arfMfqqq, 1976 (1976 qq 60) 7i«n qn ifp qrq qro:, 

(qfe^n' 3TgqT-^3) fm, 1987 ^ 3qqqt' ^ 3 t^ t qk ?q qm ^ qqrTriT t n'liTm qqpr qrt srcrfy q ,;-(q qfs"' 

q« 7 i«kn qqrtT 773^1 3^7 qftfT^Tfkkf k 79^ qqi wq 3777117:^: 

373: 373 7773717, ^ 37f3f33q 3ft 3T7T 36 37t 33-3771 (7) sfp 33-»4T71 (8) ^ 7Tf37P7i 37i , /xfl p 

klTTi ^ ?'feqni 3^ 7^, # 77t-69. 37ff33f 7<fs3i 'ks, q^'q^Tl, 33^-560022 5771 fqfqfkrT 3*33 

(q3T«j31 33 III) gr^ "73:3377^S^-3t’’ *j®c=n ^ 3737^ 7J33 TlfFtl, 37733lf?777 73773 ■3333*3 (3333737 3T|3) ^ qf?*3 37 
f377^ 3f5 33 '313 “'^ ?fe3P0" 't (fkk 7773 '577^ 37317^ ^ '37577 3151 '331 t) 3717 fTO 37=^3pr7 tq?; JTlt 33 

■^/09/08/3()0 773^3f3171 f3t31 'qqi f, 31^4^4 77313133 Wt 377cft f I 

333 '37575 3^ fk^Ttl 331 33717 371 317 kd 37131Rrl 37733lf777I olcn '333i73 (Mrlci3il4 <il5M) 3 I 'f773)l iTf*73733 
^7331 1000 fern. 3717 ^7331 4 l37.Tn. t I 7773133 3133H 37371?! (^) 200 771. I ?773' 71:37 37133^ t 1377371 

?13 3m?R1 s^qr?T3Ir337 3l1kl 371*43^733 3313 t I 37377?! 3r773N7 ^73l5 (TT?! ^ 375?S 3H3 317*313 7351^3 37731 t I 

■33377*3 230 3T?2 3^17 50 '3c3137lt *4171 I=(^n 34513 *77 3i(4 '37773 ^ I 



ai|tj>lci-2 klld'l 34r3*4R 

$51t6<i4 ^ 573I 777*77 3 '37371 3737 3lt7 133 ?t 1 *<T3 37l 3713377 ^ ^ '1373 33 ^ I 33 51 tiql 371 7303 3717 Rid 37 
7173133 ^ %3 ?Tl5 737 3 *53^ '331 t I '3*437731 34 7373 ^ '357515 l37Ti qfff 733^ ■;5n 3^7711 1 -[3575 371 7717335 3773 ^ 
^333 33 7*37 337*11 3NHW4 5137113 3*47l37T 1^ 'qqi t I 

3^7, 3t'<l3 7173717, 7533 37f*4l333 33 *4171 36 37l 753-*4171 ( ! 2) 5171 353 ?ll333l’ 33 '3301 377?! 55 5?inii qrrTfl 

3 f37 7555 3f5c7 ^ 37^3153 ^ T3 331*n-*73 ^ 3771*171 '3771 Iqfnqldl 5171 TJtH Rt^W, f53llT3 37533 3717 3771 73T33'l *7 15373 
33 H hIsci f3f33f<*T 13751 '*751 ■^, [qRlfna 341 5W?3I ^ kk ^ '337, 551*1711 3717 371''7*71733 ^ 711733 3533*3 '51 51*1 "jIi 

■ 'll. '51 3774 37f*437 “^" 3B ^ fdl* 500 4 10,000 7137 ^ 151 -R' 7775133 313313 3773173 (T 15 ) 3f53 50 15.141. 3 

'i;()6 fern. 537 311 37f*437713 74370 514 t'slR '‘^’''313 lx|0*,2’<10* 3ll7 5^ I O'*, ^ 5, 30 *4317337 51 37*10733: *J**n3; 3 ?P5 
3 : 337p5 ■^^ I 

1*73. 3. ■ 53 ^ 33 21 ( 240 )/2(IOK] 
■ 5 !. T*5. 5 IR 43 , f35?I3:, f5l*33 313 15503 
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New Delhi, ihe Sth April, 2010 

S.O. 975.—Whereas the Ceiural (iovernmenl, after considering the report siibinitlcd to it by prescribed authority, 
is salist'icd that the model described in the said report (see the tlgure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Ciovernmeni hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument ((Matform i ype) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series "NIW-P" and with 
brand name ‘Nl’W INDIANA" (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. New Indiana Weighing 
Scales, /‘C -69, D.Ll.T. l .L., Kaniecrava Studio Main Road, Yeshwanthpura, Banglore-560022 and which is assigned the 
approval mark lND/09/()8/36{); 

fhc said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic w'cighiiig instrument (Platform Type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4 kg. 'fhe verification scale interval (e) is 200 g. It has a tare device 
w ith a 100 per' cnt subtractive retained tare effect, fhe Light Emitting Diode (LLD) indicates the weighing results. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



Figure-2 Sealing provision of the indicator of model 

From the right side of the weighing scale two holes are made by cutting the upper cover and bottom plate and 
fastened by a leaded wire through these two holes for receiving the verification stamp and seal. The balance can not be 
opened without tampering the seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for'e' value of 5g or more and with‘e’value of 10\ 2 x I0*^or 5^10\ where k is 
a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-21 (240y2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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8 3?^, 2010 

^.3n. 976.—'^rfFcI 'SnT’^^ SRI RT f^RR ^ RRIRH ■?7 t % 

d'M ft9^ ^ ^f^ItT nl-sn (^ SIT^ifiT WZ his RrH«t> srftIpRRT, 1976 (1976 RiT 60) ?T*IT ^T2 3TR HIS HH=h 
(Hisdl ^ 3 (^h1<^'1 ) Pish, 1987 ^ ^sh^' ^ 3)j<p's ^ sflr Hiti TThnu ^ <H'iiflK usl’i ^ 31qfV R ^ .i'W hTsm 
R«IT*^cn RRTR 31^ rd^MH '^f '3My<W TKH 

3RT:, 315, '5^ 3TrypRRr5ft 5RI 36 ^^'5RI (7) 3lk'3R-5RT (8) SRI ^ ^Rfl 

^ffeRRl ^ U 7ft-69, d.lTd^l ^ ^5R^-560022 SRT rdfdWd RSRR 

R«II«J5I (R«II«^?^5^ III) ^“ 1^331^5^-^”^ 3T5J5r^J5TT?f^, 3R:55lfe5cfl^3R5fRiT (^«I(H<ilS ^) ^rTsW 
5)T, I^RI^ 515 511 ^ “^tfeRHl” t (t^ 5?5Tc^ 555 RTS^I 5111 551 t) 3ftT 3755155 331^ T^T 

^/09/08/361 E»>HI 551 '^, 375RtS5 ITRM-R^ 'jiiO 5)<cfl ^ I 

555 hT-Sci R5> rq<j>a URTR 5>I RR <^<h 37I5]f<5 377551^15 dlcR 5'75>R5 (iaiciiis 51^5) ^ I 5 HS 1 I 3Tf55RR7 
^7551 30 f^.in. sfR ■=5555 57R5T 100 57. ^ I TTcRRR RISH15 3nRT?I (^) 5 51. t I 577^1 TT57 371^ 5^ 5 t ^577511 ^ 
sRivin oHSiCIHlrHSi RlPcl 371^55^75 5RT5 ^ 1 55>777 5777^^57 57515 (7R1 ^ '^) 555f nidi sR^^IIH dS< 7 Rin 5RHI I 555R5 
230 5IR2 3^ 50 575I57 tT 5777 fq^a 5515 57 554 57751 f I 



37i<|iRi- 2 7fl%5 575575 

5stsii< ^ 5I5f 5757 '4 5757 I 5757 3?l7 f55# 57t 5715577 St f57T^ 5^ t I ?5 St 5^ 75R5 3^7 77t^ ^ 

7775155 ^ lVl <7 cftS 5R ^ 'fllsi 557 ^ I TRRTT'R 57^ win ^ ^StSIS 1577^ Ihh Hgl Talnl 517 775757 I nlsn 57^ 77tcT55 5774 ^ 
5555 571 R57 5775t 5^5154 4l5tllH 55^55 fSRI 5511 I 

sJk, Si-sIs 77757R, 5577 37f5f555 ^ 5RI 36 57t '55-5771 (12) SRI K5 '9lf555l 577 RRW 5774 ^ 5F 515^7 577tft 
1 157 555 ■ 575 ^ ^ 37g5k5 ^ S77 3R7r5-55 ^ 3754(157ft RdPlMidl SRI '^ift ITTCRI, fe3II|5 ^ 37377R sfk 57ft TTIRlft ^ 'f^TTR 
55(7 37554 ^ 5f5?I ■577 fdPlHWl 'f5757 '551 i, fdfHftd 57ft »j7g^ ^ ^ 5«7I«}<TT 3ft7 57l457?R ^ rftrR 55577R Rt ifft 

5ft 100fR.m^2m (T^^“^"RB'5ftf^ 100 10,000 (157^^75 ftf ^m R1 5HH SRRIH (T^) 3ft7 5 51. 57 5774 37f557 

^ RH ^ 500 4 10000 (757 5ft fsi 4 77(5755 R15RR SRRI?! ( 1 ^) TTtW 50 %.5I. 7757 5ft 37fR57?IR eSR(5 5l4 # 

3ft7 ‘'^"-RH 1x10*, 2x10* 3^7 5 x 10 *, 4 -aft 551(55. -RT 5ri1l ^ ^plfa 57 7]f5 ^ TTR- g^ t' I 

[ 577 . 77.5^7R7-21 (240)/2008] 
5t. ■ 55 . ■ 4 %!, f5S?I57, -^557 RT5 ^51775 
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New Delhi, the 8th April, 2010 

S.O. 976.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed autliorits, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformily with llie provisitins of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval ol 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and U) render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 ol the said Act, liie 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-auioiiuiiic weighing 
Instrument (Tabletop Type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-lll) of series "NIW- f" and willi 
brand name "NEW INDIANA'' (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. New Indiana Weighing 
Scales, ^C-69, D.U.T.T.L., Kanteerava Studio Main Road, Ycshwanihpura, Bangalore-560()22 and which is assigned the 
approval mark I ND/09/08/361; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing insirumcnl ( fablelop IVpc) wiili 
a maximum capacity of 30 kg, and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. 11 has a tare device w ith 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LBD)display indicates the weighing result. The 



From the right side of the indicator two holes are made by cutting the upper cover and bottom plate and fastened 
by a leaded wire through these two holes for receiving the verification stamp and seal. The instrument can not be opened 
without tampering the seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 
10,000 for ‘e' value of5gormore and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^ 2 xlO'^or 5x|0\ where k isa positive or negative whole 
number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with 
the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-2i (240)/2008] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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29 2010 

^.3Tr. 977.—Wclk oJja fm, 191^7 ^ 7 ^ (1)^7^ (TsT) ^ HRcTm ttTW ^ 

37f>-Rjf^ '^TTcn t ftr ^ ■R 77R^(^') wrtTR fen ^pn/fe^ t -. 

^ wrfyTT -qn^ ^ wtt, -^4 afir ^ wn ■mfr^rq ctfj^ #r 

Tfen alk fe^r fe M^r 


(0 

1 . 


_ ( 2 ) ___ 

3TTf -q?? 6566 : 2001 ^ 1 ■qM’=TTT^-^5qfem, 
-jTmrq aftr (cit?Ri 

an? TT^ 7622 : 2001'‘j72trfT 1 ■qTPTt^R^-3IF?<rT, 

■giiw ■jqfryTq) 

371^ tttI 13288 (qPT I) : 1993 M 1 -qraw^- 

f^%fe aflT qpT i wiqFi sfesR ^ fer 


(3) _ 

7T?ft^=nT^ 1 3^ 2, 
^3pfet 2010 

wn 3 ark 4, 
TSpfel 2010 

Tm^PT TRsm 3,4 ark 5, 

'j|‘4oi(l 2010 


(4) 

31 ^Ffet, 2010 
31 ^3Ffet, 2010 
31 ^3pfei,2ni0 


w wfpT -sr! yfef -qPT^ ^ T7pr47 9 ^¥157 w "qm, fe#-i 10002 , hi 

ferft, =til<nq>i?n, qn^, "5^ TT^n i?ii<ai qiPTfen ar^q^RK, qfefk, qfwr, gfpp^pji, ■j^r^pfi, 

^3P7y, qTpry:, ■qzqi, ijm q«p ffe^qprr^Tq k' fek ?g ^3qpR41 1 

[TKk :FTf kT,"ki-|6] 

■fr. kt. ffe, %ifer Trer TTqr yg® I'kr T fr 1 


BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 

New Delhi, the29th March, 2010 

S.O. 977.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987. tlic 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. ot year and title of the Indian Standards 

No. and year of 
the amendment 

Date from which the ;imond- 
ment shall have effect 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

15 6566:2001 Series i Freight containers— 
Classification, Dimensions and Ratings 
(Third Revision) 

Amendment No. 1 &2, 
January 2010 

31 January; 2010 

2. 

IS 7622 :2001 Series 1 Freight containers- - 
Flandling and Securing (Second Revision) 

Amendment No. 3 & 4, 
January 2010 

31 January; 2010 


IS 13288 (Part I): 1993 Scries 1 Freight 
containers Specification and testing Part 1 
General cargo containers for general puiposes 

Amendment No. 3,4 & 5, 
January 2010 

3i January . 2010 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9 Itahadui- Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices ; New Delhi, Kolkata Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Officc.s: .Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur. Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune. Thiruvananthapurani. 

iRer'[|-i:Uj-i6j 

T. V. SINGH. Scientist 'F' & Head ( I ransport I ngg.i 






[vim 11—3(ii)] 


^ 17, 2010/^ 27, 1932 


1909 


-=ji 29 2010 


^.OT. 978.—^ 1987 ^7 ^ (l) -^ #5 Ca) ^ ST^fRm «lMhl vim^ ®zj;C 

X3;3^5RT arf^rgi^ t virofrir vim^' ^ (qqi.''i ^ 15 ^ ■^f 1 ^ ^ f’ ^ FTiftci 'm? ■^' :- 



viiwlq qrH^(^‘) ^ 

■=1^ TTUg? 5KI 




sTfif^fiTrT vjrmk vTPmr 




aremr ^ 




^ wn 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

2189 : 2008 ^-dlPciid Sitm ^ 

3Tlf TrH 2189 : 1999 

31 viT^, 2010 






TTfectl (^«1T 




f?i vireft?! ^ ^ ■iTpmr wi, 9 110002 , ?^^5TmfcnTf 

M ■^, ??t®i viKiR, 

'iio^<, Ri^^'i'ni^iH f^sti) 'tg ■f 1 


g. ■^, Tigr ‘TTg’ -sigg (fmf^ 


New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 978.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


Si. 

No. 

No. and Year of the Indian Standards 

Established 

No. andyear of Indian 
Standards, if any, 
Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

0) 

(2) 

(3) 

"(4) 

1. 

IS 2 189:2008 Selection, Installation and 
Maintenance of Automatic Fire Detection 

IS2189:1999 

31 March, 2010 


and Alarm System—Code or Practice (Fourth 
Revision) 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahaii, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref iCED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, ScientisCF’& Head (Civil Fngg.) 
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^ 30 ■RT^, 2010 

g^.3?r, 979.—RKifrR ^ {TTRTO) 1988 (5) ^ fe P PE IR 4 ^ aijem W RRlftR RHRT ^ 

T^ti^ t % 1^ ^ 313^ 4' ^ Rq f, ^ ^ ^ f :- 


'53^ 


Wi^fl 'h<.4 

^/Rlf 

"Him ^ ^3TTT 

RRf^RHR? RTRT 

RFI 313RPI ^ 

]. 

7997520 

11-01-2010 


■^<^■'45(4 14543 

2004 




W TT^ 770 

(^ora^ 






fRRT^l 






•3f?T ^ 31rnRT) 





^-412307 






R?RT^ 1 



Z 

7989016 

13-01-2010 

r* _■■ Q_ 

694 

1990 




18 

1100^ 



, 


TT.T 281/2 












Tirg^ 






'f^RTr'5'^-411111 






■RfTO^ 1 



3. 

7998623 

18-01-2010 


5ft4»T«grgfte 458 

2003 




Wi 

WR (313^ 





196 












•RT^-(IT^-rteft, 






fsTcTT ^R?TOi? t 



4. 

7998724 

18-01-2010 


^cb>jtq< 14543 

2004 





(^chNji4^ in<j)fnch 





6/11/3 






^ Rfeor^- 












1^^-411028 






1 



5. 

3600443 

21-01-2010 


1417 

1999 




603 , ’H^lf^l'3 ^ci 

37[^y^/ 





f^'yiT-411030 

tVT^^-'^IScTT 





RFK!^ 1 



6. 

7982305 

19-01-2010 


14543 

2004 




R. Ill, 












Rl1-3flR. T^, 

Siciiql) 



fte, njicii- 
^R^^-413003 
R^KIM I 


■iipT 


1 






['FTIl—3(ii)] 


17,2010/^ 27, 1932 


1911 


(1) (2) _(3)_(4)_(5)__(6)_ (7) (8) (9) 

7. 3601142 25-01-2010 14543 2004 

27, •’iti ^ 

g<rai, 3i5irai) 

1^7>t-4ll036 

I 

[4 13 : 11] 

#. ‘■^’ (3RPJH) 

New £)elhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S.0.979.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following Schedule:—- 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

Licence 

Grant 

Name & Address 

Title of the 

IS 

Part 

Section 

Year 

No. 

No. 

Date 

of the Party 

Standard 

No. 




(1) 

(1) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

7997520 

11-1-2010 

Sai Vishwa Foods & 

Packaged drinking 

14543 



2004 




Agro, Gat No. 770, 

water (other than 








A/P Manjri Khurd, 

packaged natural 








TalukaHaveli, 

District Pune-412307 
Maharashtra 

mineral water) 





2. 

7989016 

13-1-2010 

Prism Industries, 

PVC insulated 

694 



1990 




Plot No. 18, 

cables for 








S. No. 281/2, 

working voltages 








Kasar Amboli Gaon, 

upto and includ¬ 








Taluka Mulshi, 

District Pune-411111 
Maharashtra 

ing 1100 V 





3. 

7998623 

18-1-2010 

Shree Laxmi Cement, 

Precast concrete 

458 



2003 




Pipe & Tiles, 

pipes (with and 








Gat No. 196, 

without reinforce¬ 








A/P Sashte, Kolwadi, 
Taluka Haveli, 

District Pune, 
Maharashtra 

ment) 





4. 

7998724 

18-1-2010 

Kings Food & 

Packaged drinking 

14543 



2004 




Beverages, 

water (other than 








S. No. 6/11/3, 

packaged natural 








0pp. Kool Homes, 
Mohamadwadi Road, 
Hadapsar, District, 
Pune-411028 
Maharashtra 

mineral water) 





5. 

3600443 

21-1-2010 

B.N. Ashtekar, 

Gold and gold alloys, 

1417 



1999 




60 Sadashiv Peth, 

jewellery/artefacts^ 








Pune-411030 

Maharashtra 

Fineness and marking 
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( 1 ) ( 1 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


(7) 


[Part 

( 8 ) 


3(ii)) 

(9) 


6. 7982305 

19-1-2010 Suraj Industries, 

Packaged drinking 

14543 

2004 


Plot No. Ill, 

water (other than 




Solapur Indl. Cop-op, 

packaged natural 




Estate, Hotgi Road, 
District Solapur- 
413003 

Maharashtra 

mineral water) 



7. 3601142 

25-1-2010 Kisan Agro Packaged 

Packaged drinking 

14543 

2004 


Drinking Water, 

water (other than 




S.No,27, 

packaged natural 




Lonkar Wasti, 
Mundhwa, 

Taluka Haveli, 

District Pune-411036 
Maharashtra 

mineral water) 




[No.CMD/!3:11] 
C. K. MAHESHWARl, Sc. 'G’ (Certificalion) 

^ 30 ■RT^, 2010 

980.—(yRNR) 1988 ^ fRRR 4 ^ (5 ) ^ 'R 'RTR^ ^ 

y.O'VSKr ^ 1^ ^ 'RJTRR; 'f :- 



TfeTT 



RKdlR RH+ m. m 

RH TTtsRT 

RFT ^ 

1. 

7989420 

20-11-2009 



12786 : 1989 




55,7t1-11, 

'qr^ ^ 

















Rlf^-422 007 



2 

7988115 

26-11-2009 



14543 : 2004 




tI-6, 

'qpft 





■R?T% lite^ 

Ul^Pdcb IrTOI 






■55^^ 3i?n^) 








3. 

7990708 

07-12-2009 

^ w (r«d*iiRi) 


7933 : 1975 




Tn.%., 121,fRRftRT 

Rrat^#=i "R^ 











n4d<4IWI-396 230 









4. 

7993815 

15-12-2009 

r^'^WH TsR? 

yill>44]’ ^ 

2494 (RFT 1) 1994 




W-R. 81-84, 

<rbo 






: RFT 1 : 






WIFR 3f#3R 



[4 7ftT^^/13 ; 11] 
■rI. ■^. ■%Tf^ OKRJUH) 


i'W^L 



LWTll—3(11) J 


^ 17, iuiu/^ li, mi 


lyij 


New Delhi, the 30th March, 20 i 0 

S, O. 9^0,—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 


below in the following schedule : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. Licence No. Grant Date 

No. 

Name and Address Product 

(Factory) of the 

Party 

lSNo./Part/Sec./Year 

(1) (2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1. 7989420 20-11-2009 

Bhinge Brothers 
55, C-11, Nice, 
A-Road, Satpur, 
Nashik-422007 

Irrigation Equipment— 
Polyethylene Pipe of 
Irrigation Laterals 

12786:1989 


2 . 


3. 


4. 


7988115 26-11-2009 


7990708 07-12-2009 


7993815 15-12-2009 


Shri Aqua Purifiers Packaged Drinking Water 
D-6, MIDC, Opp. (Other than Packaged 
Mahananda Food Natural Mineral Water) 
Products, Kudal, 

Dist. Sindhudurg 

Dura Puf (Silvassa) Flexible Polyurethane 

Pvt. Ltd. 121, (Foam for Domestic 

Piparia Indl. Estate, Mattresses) 

Silvassa-396230 

Dadra & Nagar 

Haveli 

Hindustan Rubbers V-Belts-Endless 
Plot No. 81-84, V-Belts for Industrial 
Achhad Industrial Purposes: Part 1 : 

Estate, Tal: Talasari General Purpose 
Dist Thane-401606 


14543:2004 


7933:1975 


2494 (R 1)1994 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
C. K. MAHESHWARI, Scientist ‘G’ (Certification) 
^ 30 2010 


981—^ 1988 # 5 ^ (6) ^ 

5^ y.d'^SKi 1^ ^ suit -nf ^ ^ t 


grp 

1. 7576088 


1 7657290 


ciit^pgRt gjT PIP pgi ^ wpk g^g/pgip 

PRptp PiP^ gp giWgr 


1,1^^ 2, 3 

31^ (Tj^) ^-400 072 


^31^ 3iggT PMI U 1 

3fl7 2, PcT PPMT, 84, 

fggpig>T <is 

■PMI^ (P) "^-gOO 064 


Plpt 

( m^fpgr fppr^ pih ^ 
3{^m) PIPI 14543 ; 2004 

■'M gp pipt 
pi^rfpgr Iptot pi^ 
3I^ngi) PIPI 14543 : 2004 




02-12-2009 


07-12-2009 


[■p. ^T^P^/13 : 13] 
Pi#^, ^prfpgr ‘gft’ (iiptih) 




1914 


1 Mli OAZ.ii 1 1 c. ur liNL/iA: /wtUL. 

1 /, 

[FAKi 11-— 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S. 0.981.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given in the 
following Schedule have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Name and Address of the 
licensee 

Article/Process with relevant 
Indian Standard covered by the 
licence cancelled 

Date of Cancellation 

1. 

7576088 

National Food Products (India) 
Pvt. Ltd., Unit Nos. LI, L2 and L3 
Tex Industrial Centre, Chandivali, 
Andherei (E), Mumbai-400072 

Packaged Drinking Water (Other 
than Packaged Natural Mineral 
Water) IS 14543:2004 

02-12-2009 

2 

7657290 

Weaver Aqua Everflo 

Gala Nos. 1 & 2, Ground Floor, 

84, Vijaykar Waidi, S.V. Road, 
Mdad (W), Mumbai400064 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(Other than Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 

14543:2004 

07-12-2009 


[No.CMD/13:13] 
C. K. MAHESHWARI, Scientist ‘G’ (Certification) 


M 30 ■RT^, 2010 

^.3n. 982.— RKtilR •RIRR?^1987 (1) (’S) ^ 

l^a^g RI RTRn t RR#T ^ Rl'fO'l ^ ^ f ^ ■wiHtd Rtr f :- 




TsnfipT RKiftq Rprar (Rif) Rif wit 

R^ 'HKdfq RHtF STO ^trdsbfMd 




RPSftR RIRRT 3T^^RI RIR^', RfR 

^ Rit WR alfr 


1. 

3nf 15909 ; 2010 R^RlfR-aTOR ^ 

Rjf^Rl^’ 

RT^ 2010 


W ’W#IRPra»^3rt^RRcitRRH^^,Rn^RRR, 9, ^?T5^W^5TOT-RM,Rf 1^^-110002, W(i4: 

■»lgl«t.M I, ‘y ' St RS, rTsn ^irar *mf<r1<lT ; a ig R^ rai ^ , ^<ttNK, 

■gRtJ?, Rmy, R2RI, '^f ^ <i4<n«^ I 

; (dil(«Hl4)/^-25 ] 

it. RJRPR, ^^tlPHob ‘•^’ 315® (<nM,<Hl4)) 

New Delhi, the 30th March, 2010 

S. 0.982.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (l)ofRules(l)ofRule7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987 the Bureau of Indian Standard hereby notifies that the Indian Standard particulars of which is given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed has been established on the date indicated against it: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No, & Year of the Indian Standard Established 

No. & year of Indian Standard, 
if any. Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 
Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 15909:2010 PVC Geo-Membranes 
for Lining-Specification 

NL 

March 2010 


Henceforth, this standard will be available for sale. 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with HQ at Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and its Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:TXD/G-25] 
P. BHATNAGAR, Sc.‘F’& Head (Textiles) 





[will—^30^ 3(ii)] 


1915 


17, 2010/^ 27, 1932 


■=1^ Rcrfl, I arfe, 2010 


OT. 983^ (WIH) fgpraq, 1988 ^ 4 ^ (5) ^ ^R#:? RH3; 

«^<1 3Tpnji^tT 'h^cii ^ f*t> R'l'i ^ [<\>^ 'ii^ ^ 4)1. *|l^ ^ : 

3T^ 


u 


f\ \ fS 

77I?4R3Rt 33 3RT 3 331 


RI3I7I. 

RPT 




wl'^n '»)<4 41 
f3f3 3^/31? 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


694 - - 1990 


1. 7990607 07-12-2009 


2 7991306 08-12-2009 


3. 7991205 11-12-2009 


4. 7991104 11-12-2009 


5. 7992005 15-12-2009 


6. 7992207 17-12-2009 


7. 7992308 17-12-2009 


8. 7992611 17-12-2009 


9. 7993007 18-12-2009 


^■=f^298,‘^^81T375 
tlT yuV, 

W 1463/1464, 3)^ 
<21 la<,('»('d^, 'nf^ 

■'Tf#PR 

Rif, ^RR, WR 

^ RRT , 1^R ^ fte, 
RH3^, 


WR ^'t)'>is f^R)'! ^T2R, ^ 

3fzif^, Rtrilnk, 31 

3TtR ^lff3 RlfR, 
■R512 337 53, ■RyHH^U 
srsni wf, 

■% HI4?(eJ|, 'lUrSH 3^ 2, 
Xte, <4Rt^1 



13, # 3T«Rt 1^7^, TRRgi: 

T^ftRI, TRR^^, 
3T?H4W 

■^RTf 4I<HN’) (3=i^>5|, 
43,44,45, Wml3RWui 337, 
<iR 31^3 Tte, 7J73 


3t ^ TTI '^331 

3337 flR fecft37i 3I3f33, 

91 m Hifn, 'I'l'JKri 331 il'jun 
7^ 

734 33T 734 fR3 3Tg3Tf ^ 
RlleR'blO ■^1531 33 

^^14)4 


■^^333 ^33H 

^334 ^3^ 

^^^333 ■^3371 

4 ^ Tit 43^ 

"^TSFI 


903 - - 1993 


1417 - - 1999 


1417 - - 1999 


14543 - - 2004 


14543 - - 2004 


14543 - - 2004 


694 - - 19 9 0 


14543 - - 2 0 0 4 


'^HTf Rf333 3^7^, 734 331 734 fR3 Rigaif 4 

4-6, 4cim 3IR3437T, 33^^' f4r33il7t 7f53T 33 

437737 Tte, 33fM ^d4)l37), 367I4.H 


1223/GI/10—5 
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(1) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 


10. 7992914 18-12-2009 


11. 7992813 18-12-2009 


12. 7992712 18-12-2009 


13. 7993209 18-12-2009 


M. 79'93916 23-12-2009 


15. 7994211 23-12-2009 


16. 7994110 24-12-2009 


17. 7W4413 23-12-2009 


18. 7994312 22-12-2009 


19. 7994716 12-12-2009 


13/5,31^13:?^, 

TRl ^ 3Tl ift ^ ^ 

T33P 15, 2,‘3ft 

TT?^, TlteT, aigH4NK-382330 

T3;3ira m 

%filfe,'^-l-16/21-22, 

311^ iff T3;ite, ■etskii 

Anif lift fSI^, 

^ W, O^UHl- 
HlpTJI IT?, HT 

TpRIcT) 31^04Mr-^ 

mt^. 




8034 - 


2002 


'SRti'l 413^ 




TIJtRH ■9>f5 "fts 


2568 


12913 - 


5470 


1978 


1990 


2002 


Fpjf cl*ll 1^ fiT3I qigaff ^ 1417 - 


1999 


y«)Hr&T<a ■'19^ 


101, 31^^, rvi<r94ii0 Ti;^' 

Tff^, afriw ^ ■g^wi 

■jornu 'hici^i Tiro, 

grifiFT, aiPi^RK 

■ftll?f HRI m 

^iPw y.'Eid, 5i<j^ 

^ ifte, 13711375 'i«t<. 8 , 'IkI'ti 

■ftmf #5ft Slk=6iH, 

3ipt^ '^rs 1371 
8, hW 0lcr<^'61 
~ 4fe9 l 4 ,fe 1^ 387325 

■ftinf ^'<d<9<^9n m %. 

314/1,31H^, 

ift4,1111«ft 311^ 

HEl^, 3Tt^ ite, 

316H4WI< 

TTWTO m 1^. 

81,3iqiTI«l 13:?^, 

(■^•raR 29/64, 30/63,43, 

44 Fhoii '^) 'lilsl ite, 

31^44I4R 


8034 - 


2002 


ytcW« 

1T«1T Pcfid'Sd 

> r- \ 

thnWHS 




■Rtelf tpK' 


458 


2(X)3 


15559 


2(K)4 


694 


IWO 


9283 


1995 






[WTII—3(ii)] 


17, 2010/% 27, 1932 


0) _( 2) (3) 

20. 7995314 23-12-2009 


21. 7995011 29-12-2009 


22. 7995213 26-12-2009 


23. 7995112 25-12-2009 


(6) (7) (b; (y, 


wm ■=iwct an’jqWf 1 

■=!Ttel %, fR % 

^ W 33rWT, ai^H<NI4 

31T.%., '1%^ ■'inT ■ 

3417,’'^ 4, 

^ "TO TTT^fe, 

14, ^ ’lO'Sl 


^ Nrg3ff ^ 1417 




14543 - 


%% 9283 


24. 7995415 31-12-2009 


25. 7995819 26-12-2009 


%Rf 

■gRvTT 4701, 

sn^ ^ '?ft, '»i)'i 

^^iR'im, ^ ^iRifg, ^crai^ 
a3?Wr^-396155 

84-85-102-103, 

^ 7?R^, Iff# 4>'4=W/ 
%, 315H'aI'siK 


cikQh'I'T 


it 


[■i.-?flTn7:st/13;ll] 
%irH4>-“^” (TIJIIUH) 

New Delhi, the 1 st April, 2010 

S.O. 983.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
in the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

Licences 

No, 

Grant Date 

Name & address of the 
Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No, Part 

Sec 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

7990607 

07-12-2009 

Optiflex Industries, 

PVC Insulated Cables 

694 - 

- 

1990 


Survey No. 298 P& 

375 PI, Punchratna 
Industrial Estate, 

Changodar {Tal Sanand, 

Dist. Ahmedabad) 

2. 7991306 08-12-2009 Devraj Engineers Fire hose delivery 903 - - 1993 

PlotNo. 1463/1464, couplings, branch 

Kalol-Khatraj Road, pipe, nozzles and nozzle 

Village : Moti Bhoyan, spanner 

Gandhinagar 





l':^ Id 


me 

111 :, wi i ! f i\// »4. A Avj V A- / , 1 

i* 

“ V*V. 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) (9) 

3. 

7991205 

11-12-2009 

Chokshi Bhagwanbhai 
Tulsibhai Chokshi Bazar, 

Nr. Bus-stand, M.G. Road, 
Mandvi, Vadodara 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

Jewe 1 lery/Arte facts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

1999 

4. 

7991104 

11-12-2009 

Radhika Jewellers 

4-6 Kailesh Complex, 

Jetalpur Road Crossing 
Alkapuri, Vadodara 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

J ewe 1 lery/Arte facts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

1999 

5. 

7992005 

15-12-2009 

Joy Packaged Drinking 

Water at Antalia, Bilimora, 
Tal Gandevi Navsari 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

14543 - 

2004 

6. 

7992207 

17-12-2009 

Om Shanti Life Science 

Plot No, 53, Yamunanagar 
Society, Anjana Farm, 

Surat 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

14543 - 

2004 

7. 

7992308 

17-12-2009 

Neer Marketing Godown 

No. 2, Sahajanand Park 
Society, Saniya Road, 

Saroli Surat 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

14543 - 

20(M 

8. 

7992611 

17-12-2009 

Amtex Cable Industries 

13, Shree Nathji Estate, 
Saraspur Industrial Area, 
Saraspur Ahmedabad 

PVC Insulated Cables 

694 

1990 

9. 

7993(X)7 

18-12-2009 

Balaji Beverages 

43,44,45, Swaminarayan 
Nagar, pune-Bombay 

Market Road, Surat 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

14543 - 

20(W 

10. 

79929! 4 

18-12-2009 

Pankaj Electricals 

13/5, Sankalp Estate, 

Panna Estate, B/H B.O.C, 
Gas, Near Soni Chaw!, 
Rakhial, Ahmedabad 

Submersible Pumpsets 

8034 - 

2QCa 

11. 

7992813 

18-12-2009 

Gujarat Pesticides 

F-15, Phase 2, Gide Estate, 
Naroda, Ahmedabad-382330 

Malathion Dusting 

Powders 

2568 - 

1978 

12. 

7992712 

18-12-2009 

A Saj Agricare Pvt, Ltd. 

K-1-16/21-22 Gidc Esatate, 
Vadodara 

Bromadiolone CB 

12913 - 

1990 

13. 

7993209 

18-12-2009 

Shreeji Industries 

Near Tejash Petrol Pump, 
Mehsana-Radhanpur Road, 
At Dhinoj, Ta Chansma, 

Dist Patan (North Gujarat) 
Ahmedabad 

Dicalicum Phosphate, 
Animal Feed Grade 

5470 - 

2002 

14. 

7993916 

23-12-2009 

Junagadh Jewellery 

Pvt. Ltd. 101, Wallstreet, 
Annexe, First Floor, Opp. 
Orient Club, Near Gujarat 
College, Railway Crossing, 
Ahmedabad 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

J ewel lery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 

1417 - 

1999 
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(1) (2) (3) 

15. 7994211 23-12-2009 


16. 7994110 24-12-2009 


17. 7994413 23-12-2009 


18. 7994312 22-12-2009 


19. 7994716 12-12-2009 


20. 7995314 23-12-2009 


(4) _ 

Sabar Industries Pvt. Ltd., 
Shiv Shakti Estate, 

Behind K. D. House, 

N.H.No.8,Narol, 

Ahmedabad 

Shreeji Cement Products 
Anand-Nadiad Road, 

N.H. No. 8, Post-Kanjari, 
Tal: Nadiad, Distt. Kheda- 
387325 Gujarat 

Interplex India Pvt. Ltd. 
Survey No, 314/1, 
Anandpura, Village Baska, 
Taluka Halol, Panachmahal 

Hiramani Cable Industries, 
B-4, Sarthi Complex, 

Opp Octroi Naka Odhav 
Road, Ahmedabad 

Unnati Pumps Pvt. Ltd., 

81, Amamath Industrial 
Estate, (Including Shed 
No. 29/64,30/63,43,44) 
Naroda Road, Ahmedabad 

Kantilal G Sons, 

Bazar Street, 

Chikhli Navsari 


(5) _ 

Submersible Pumpsets 


Precast Concrete Pipes 
(with and without 
Reinforcement) 


Polyester strapping 


PVC Insulated Cables 


Motors for Submersible 
Pumpsets 


Gold and Gold Alloys, 
Jeweliery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and Marking 


(6) (7) (8) (9) 

8034 - - 2002 


458 - - 2003 


15559 - - 2004 


694 - - 1990 


9283 - - 1995 


1417 - - 1999 


21. 7995011 29-12-2009 

22. 7995213 26-12-2009 

23. 7995112 25-12-2009 

24. 7995415 31-12-2009 

25. 7995819 26-12-2009 


Captain Industries, 

Naroda Dehgam Road, 

Near Ring Road, 

Anasan, Ahmedabad 

Packaged Drinking Water 
(other than Packaged 
Natural Mineral Water) 

14543 - 

Swastik. pumps Pvt. Ltd., 
PlotNo. 3417, Phase-1 V, 
VatvaGIDC, 

Vatva Ahmedabad 

Motors for Submersible 
Pumpsets 

9283 - 

MBH Pumps Pvt. Ltd., 

14, GIDC, Naroda 

Industrial Estate, Naroda 

Motors for Submersible 
Pumpsets 

9283 - 

Shivam Textile & Proofing 
Industries 4701, GIDC 
(Platic Zone) Sarigam, 
TA-Umargaon, Distt-Valsad, 
Ahmadabad-396155 

Common proofed 
canvas/duck and paulins 
(tarpaulins) 

2089 - 

Amit Industries, PVC Insulated Cables 

84-85-102-103, Kamal 

Industrial Estate, 

Opp Samir Hotel, Bombay 

Conductor Road, Vatva, Ahmedabad 

694 


2004 


1995 


1995 

1977 


1990 


[No.C.M.D./13:ll] 
C. K. MAHESHWARl, Scientist “G” (Certification) 
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1 31^,2010 


■5BT.3JT. 984.—tTrT^ IWT, 1987 ^ 1WT 7 # '3'1-fTtnT (1) ^ ^ (^) ^ ‘CFl^ ^ 






T*ITPrT 'IKdltl HH<h (^’) 

Viwl^l HH«*) SRI <HPd*rHd ■HKdl'4 

T*TtPtcI tdf«T 

Jim 


iTT^ 3i«raT RH+l', trf^ ^ 


(!) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3Ilf ^ ^ 60793-1-53 : 2001 
tfg ’IFT 1 ■'INT 3 ?It 

«r*Alli| 3T3qFT 53 ^ PdH^d 

” 

2009 

1 

3nt ^/311^ ^ 60793 - 1- 52 : 2001 
94)irt>l<6 ’TFT 1 FPTR afiT ’RIOT 

•51%^ ar^tciFT 52 rllWI "^f WIT^ 


, 2009 

3. 

3TT^ t 60793 - 1- 51 : 2001 

ydilPvi^ ^ ’TFT 1 ^RT^IT sfk FTI^ 

srg’TFT 51 TT^WTT 


2009 

4, 

3T1^ TTF/arit i TTt 60793 - 1- 20 : 2001 
ydiiPiilct, cfg vfPT 1 IFFH 'W’TiTf 3^iT ’TTlytri 
yPsh<Tnj. arg’TFT 20 rfj '>^iPMPd 


2009 

5. 

3TT^ t^TT/3TT^ i # 60793 - 1- 22 : 2001 
ycblPvidi rfg 'TFT 1 FTF^T f^tFF 3^ ’TTtW 
yp?t)i|lij. ar^’TFT 22 ciMli tTTR^ 


^geTT^, 2009 

6. 

3TTfT3:?T6873 (’TFT 3) :2009^fe^^tTH 
^ iTTy^ y^Pl^ tr^’ «1 hi4-’TFT 3 


f^TT’^, 2009 


«#T dPdPdvin yyiw ftTTt^ 3fk 

- 



^ "Rprar *1^, 9 , ^?I5^'?n?'3rR'JlFf, ■=l|'{^^-110 002, 'M’mIci^I : 

^ fWt, TjugliT s, ^«1I WT +Ni<rl4 : S1gH<NK, ^H^T, 

cT«TI ■^’ 1^ 4M<1**^ t I 


[ 5 ] 


New Delhi, the 1st April, 2010 

S.O. 984.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 



[^II—TsPJg 3(ii)] : 31^ 17, 2010/^ 27, 1932 1921 




SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 

Date of 

No. 

Established 

if any. Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS/IEC 60793-1-53:2001 Optical fibres—Part 1 
Measurement methods and test procedures 
Section 53 Water Immersion 

— 

July 2009 

2. 

ISAEC 60793^1-52:2001 Optica! 
fibres-Part 1 Measurement methods 
and test procedures—Section 52 Change 
of Temperature 


July 2009 

3. 

IS/IEC 60793-1-51:2001 Optical fibres—Part 1 
Measurement methods and test procedures 
Section 51 Dry Heat 


July 2009 

4. 

IS/IEC 60793-1-20:2001 Optical fibres—Part 1- 
Measurement methods and test procedures 
Section 20 Fibre Geometry 


July 2009 

5. 

IS/IEC 60793-1-22:2001 Optical fibres—Part 1 
Measurement methods and test procedures 
Section 22 Length Measurement 


July 2009 

6. 

IS/6873 (Part 3): 2009/CISPR13 :2001 Limits 
and methods of Measurements of radio distur¬ 
bance characteristics—Part 3 Sound and tele¬ 
vision broadcast receivers and associated 
equipment (Second revision) 


December 2009 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 BhadurShah 
ZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkatta Chandigarh,Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:LITD/G-75] 
N. SINGH, Head (Electrionics & IT) 

Reril, 5 31^, 2010 

985 .— MRdl*! "RFRi <“^0 fn‘iH, 1987 ^ 7 ^ enPi'iH (1 ) ^ ^ 

iTcI^pTO t ■#4 -^f 't 4 '4' fe’tT ''FIT t : 


33^ 

W§^\ 

FTFR- ^ Tfen 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

4032 : 1985 

2Fr4 2010 

31 tiH 2010 


^ 3?f!raT FPFF FIW WT, 9, W ■31951 FPf, 1^?#-110002, : 

^ Rcn1, "4^, "3^ ^«IT Tirai =niMi<n<if : 3T?R^I^, «l’0d1c 'Hl'tid, 3^4?^, 

w fdtF'oH'diitH ■414g4 t 

T^."M, ^diPHcb ‘trqt’ ^ -jigta (ftrf^ 
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New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 985.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standard, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have 
effect 

(1) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

1. 

4032:1985 

2 March 2010 

31 March 2010 


Copies ofthe amendment are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 
ShahZafarMarg, New Delhi-110002and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh,Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices; Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

5 31^, 2010 

W.aiT. 986.—^ 1987 ^ 7 ^ 'SRIwI (1) (^) -^ WPl ^ 


3^^ 



■FWtfkTR RroitR ■RRR? ^ TPsRI 

+1 WteRI 3flT %fsT 


TPsRT 




(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

1624 : 1986 

2 411^1^2010 

31 Rr4 2010 

z 

2095 (RFI2) :2001 

2 'Rr ^2010 

31 Wi 2010, 

3. 

3068 ; 1986 

1 RT4 2010 

31 ^1^2010 

4 

3182 : 1986 

l'Rr4 2010 

31 2010 


^ '^SRf 'JRcftR TjHRt 9, Tllf -Rpt, ^ f^^-110002, RtRimf : 

RTteTRiM, TT«JI ^TP^I +1 Rid 41 : 316R<^NI^, ’TIRM, <=b'lRHcJ<, , 

RRSf, RIRy, R3RI, ^ cW tg i' I 

■Ri^/TRRR] 

TT ‘rtf’ ^ Rg® (ftrfRd r'HlPlRO) 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 986.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Inidian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standard, particulars of which 
are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards 

No. & year of the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall have 
effect 

(1) 

(2) 

Q) 

(4) 

1. 

1624:1986 

2 February 2010 

31 March 2010 

2. 

2095 (Part2): 2001 

2 March 2010 ' 

31 March 2010 

3, 

3068 :1986 

1 March 2010 

31 March 2010 

4. 

3182 :1986 

1 March 2010 

31 March 2010 
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Copies of these amendments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkatta, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

^ 5 31 ^, 2010 

W,3Tr. 987.—1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) ^ (^) ^ -q qroftq 




WIT, 

•Wffqti ^111#? (^■) gft wn 

^ 3fR TiWgt 

qqiftq qpRt ■gRT ^ildsffqd qRtfhi 
■qRqi 3ISRT xnqqtf, ^ 

■qiiqi 3ik ^ 

ifsqfqqtff^ 

(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1, 

^TIWI 2—snf tj;?! 1460 : 

2005 nlet f tR 

("ql^ ^SM) 


31^2010 

z 

wltR wqr 1—snf 

2796 :2008 
(^«II ^^) 


31^2010 


Tw qpdl'q ■qiqgt qgq, 9, m 10002 fNrq : 

■qf RirvO, '5*^ ?nt3r ■gnqferaf : 3t?H<^i«u<^, «nT^, qbrra, 

qjiiy, qeqj, cr*iT fdiF'cH-diJiiH f i 

:5T. ( 3i(qcTt) -qf^. (mIwI^'I) 

New Delhi, the 5th April, 2010 

S.O. 987.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year and title of the Indian 
Standards Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of 

Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

Amendment No. 2 to IS 1460:2005 
Automotive Diesel Fuel—Spcification 
(Fifth Revision) 

None 

April 2010 

2. 

Amendment No. 1 to IS 2796:2008 

Motor Gasoline—Specification 
(Fourth Revision) 

None 

April 2010 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, 

Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur 


Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkatta Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: PCD/G-7 (Gazette)] 
DR. (Smt.)VUAY MALIK, Head (PCD) 

1223 GU 10—6 
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adIcT, 2010 

«hl. 3TT, 988,—^ Mflln citll ^ (<t>, ^ 3?fE3IET (<i>^ 

am:, ER^sN(3f#T3lk^qnE) arfVPRm, 1957 (1957^20) 

^ aiMwT^wt) ^ RRt4^^’TO (1) ?RrTI^7l1^^3l#T^l|1?,'3R 
3RT# amiR cfI t I 

W aifERjisRi ^ 3Rnf<i 311^ ^ ^ ^ ^^rN> "R. iid/4tH«4)/3ftv;H (•ql^d^)/^/367 <iRte 09 f^Rwr, 2009 
(R^ M^^i) ^ R»Rlt?Rl RT ‘hl<<?ii PiW^qi, 1, RSRfftlcT 5t3>R <»>\«n«Mai-70000l «w*)tci*( 

RI Rra^R TI^RR aiJRRT, RhcT ■^, fRdlR3^-495006, tJxliRMi «*)l<l[d^ '51T R^RIT t I 

?R arfVRJxIHI ^ 3RRf?I RRlt ’^fR '^f f|(1<44 TRft "aRR SlfldWT Rit RRT 13 R>1 "aRRET (7) PlRvi R*ft 
wil', afk 3RR RRTIM Rit ?R aipRfaRT ^ TTSTRI -^f 9*mR R>t RRIRI ^ RRRIRRi arftmnrt RI 

fq^rpTlSR^, TTSRR 3T3RRr, ■RISE 4>1d9>V^'H %fRts, ^ftRcT Tfe, fRcRR5T-495006, UrflW'lii RTI I 

31^ 

TTT^R ^fra>, ^ 

ftfcRT—31'JM'J!' (ROJ ) 

tWR? TEsRI—y.d/-4lH,y>fl/^3ftT3;R (Rhid^)/’jfR/367 RTft^ 9 2009 ^ 'JJr ^) 



TJFT ^ 


RSRTd^cRR 




fenpTf 



RTRT 

R«R 





r 

=h<rd^<l 

109 

46 

«1W 


850.000 

W\ 

2, 


449 

46 

31TO 


342680 

m 

3. 

3nRK 

275 

46 



125.962 



^ ^ :-1318.642 (ERIRR) 

R1 3258.43 (EFTER) 


^RT RRfR :— 

RJ-U ),<2ii iiiH ^ TffRlf^RT RIRI ^ (•l'5 R*' ^ 31RR p'inl ^ 3?1 t yiM ^ RET ^ ^JRRft 

RTclT n*>ll^ '4" ‘'?3' RT iHddI 'f 1 

■^-■R Rimr hIvRHI f^'iii *R' R7 (Hnal I ^ 

R-R ).<s(i RTR RRI^ 3RRIR ^ ^J5R?ft ^ 1 rR UiK R>t El**l(trtR 4fmi ^ Slfll R RT 

flR# t I 

R-R? RTR RGT RIR ^ ^ aiuf^R; 1^ *R)’ RT fRddI t I 

[RR. 4 43015/6/2010-4aiRaiT^.^5^-I] 
R[»i Tiyi^qjOR, 3^RT Rf^ 


MINISTRY OF CX)AL 
New Delhi, the 9th April, 2010 

S. O. 988.—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the lands 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto annexed. 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub'Section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter rcfeired to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein. 

The plan bearing number SECL/BSP/ GM (PLG)/ Land/367 dated the 9th December, 2009 of the area covered by 
this nniification can be inspected at the Office of the Collector, Anuppur, Madhya Pradesh or at the Office of the Coal 


■“ illH I' 
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Controller, 1, CouncO House $bset,Kolkata>700001 or at die Office of the South Eastern Coalfields Limiiev^^. K.ev.... i. 
Section, Seepat Rood, Bila^ilr-495006, Chhatdsgaih. 

All persons interested^in the land covered by this notification shall deliver all maps, Charts and other documents 
referred to in sub-section (7),jt^^on 13 of the said Act to the Officer- In - Charge or Head of the Department, Revenue 
Section, Soudi Eastern Cotdfl^i Limited, Seepat Road, Bilaspur • 495006, Chhattisgarh, within ninety days from the date 
of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 


SGHEDULR 

Manpura Block, Sohagpur Area 
District-Anuppur, Madhya Pradesh 


Plan bearing No. SECL/BSP/GM (PLG)/Land/ 367, dated the 9th December, 2009 (showing the land notified for 
prospecting). 


SI. 

No 

Name of 
village 

Bandobast 

No. 

Patwarihalka 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Area in 
hectares 

Remarks 

1. 

Kellhouri 

109 

46 

Anuppur 

Anuppur 

850.000 

Part 

1 

Deori 

449 

46 

Anuppur 

Anuppur 

342.680 

Part 

3. 

Chachai Abad 

275 

46 

Anuppur 

Anuppur 

125.9ffi 

Part 


Total:—1318.642 hectares (approximately) 
or 3258.43 acres (approximately) 


BOUNDARY DESCROTION: 


A-B 


BC 

CD 

D-A 


Line starts from point ‘A’ on the common boundary of villages Kellhouri Bargawan • Deori and passes through 
northern part of village Kellhouri and meets at point ‘B’ on the western bank of Nullah. 

Line passes along the.westem bank of nullah meets at point ‘C’. 


Line passes through the village Chachai Abad then along common boundary of villages Kellhouri - Sakola, 
Deori - Sakola and meets at point ‘D’. 

Line passes through middle part of village Deori and meets at starting point ‘ A’. 

[F.No. 43015/6/2010-PRIW.I] 




M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 


15 atrilel, 2010 

4CT. aw. 989 . — ^qiw 8^ (arsf? alffiqraTO) 3lf»if^,1957 (I957^20),(f^?^ ?w^ 
wwi) tiRr9 4»t'39-tjni (i) ^ "stRl ^ ^ ^ 

Tfraui^.ail 328!, difrts 27 W3W, 2009 W^TTaRil, 'TPl II,'Sfe 3, (ii) rlRfrl 5 2009 ■4‘ «4.lR!l(1 ^ 

ijpt tit ^ ^ 

w t) m aifqPm w 10 wfl-an-tww (I) 34^ ■w'ft ■g4ti ^ f%?t 

3RT: am, -i 3 i 3 !R -tsttreiT ^imr ^ (ar^ aiffr arfVfrmri, 1957 ^ tiro 11 ^ (i) 

cn^5 2009 

^ TimnT 3reR ^ Rnldnad a^k ^ ^ aitTkt 7 ?^ ^ k' t¥Vct ik 

'ain(*l, atsifi^ 
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^ 'Sim , ^ ^R)R, <jfiT ^ ^ ^ 'qr ^ ^v 

f¥V^ <^qifNf, ^ 3T%T sro 

X ■qi q^i^iR^T 'qft, 1 %^ 37^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 3 r^ fqf^ '5^ ^ 'qr 

*3^ "qr ^ 3TR|4^j<l ^ *4, ^^<5hK ^ "3^3^ ^<MIR^T 5iq^ ^ 33^ fqv^l chl4q|f6qT ^ ^ 

3Tm^ i\, ^5^; 

4 ch'q^l 47 'TfT^iR ^ ^ f^qr 3 ^ 3^R 3tf^qF>R oqf^ ^ 

^ ?Tf^ 3^* #ft; alR 

5. 13^* 3fR ^ mqiR ?RT, 3R *^, ^ ^ ^ Mm^ ^ ^ 

^ 'STT^ 'm 'SrRldfqa l^tr oTfiT^ Tji^ ^7^ I 

[^. K 43015/6/2006-qt3TR3TT^5^-I(^t^-ni)] 


ORDER 


New Delhi, the 15th April, 2010 

S. O. 989.—Whereas, on the publication of the notification of the Government of India, in the Ministry of Coal, 
number S.0.3281 dated the 27th November, 2009 published in the Gazette of India, Part 11, Section-3, Sub-section (ii) dated 
5th December, 2009 issued under sub-section (I) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over such land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said lands) vested absolutely in the Central 
Government free from all encumbrances under sub- section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the NTPC Limited, a Public Sector undertaking under the 
Ministry of Power (herein referred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with terms and conditions as the 
Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, the Central Government hereby directs that the said lands and rights in or over 
the said lands so vested, shall with effect from the 5th December, 2009 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central 
Government, shall vest in the Government Company, subject to the following terms and conditions, namely :— 

1. The Government Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made by the Central 
Government through Ministry of Power in respect of compensation, interest, damages and the like as determined 
under the provisions of the said Act; 

2. A tribunal shall be constituted for the purpose of determining the amounts payable to the Central Government 
by the Government Company under conditions (I) and all expenditure incurred in connection with any such 
Tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by the Government Company and 
similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like appeals, etc., for or in connection with 
the rights, in or over such lands, so vested, shall also be borne by the Government Company; 

3. The Government Company shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or its 
officials regarding the rights in or over the said lands so vested; 

4. 1 he Government Company shall have no power to transfer the said lands and the rights to any other person 
without the prior approval of the Central Government; and 

5. The Government Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and when necessary. 

[F, No. 43015/6/2006/PRIW-I (Vol.-I II)] 
M. SHAHABUDEEN, Under Secy. 


-TTlll 1» 
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iy^i 


afl? tn^firaf* % 

12 3n>5T, 2010 

3TT. 990.-*lR?r 3?^ 'Srf^ 

1962 (1962 ^ 50) ^ Sira 2 ^ (^) ^ arg^RUT 

■>fe (^f&sra) %fRts'5rara5'i^n?RlR3i^^#i^'3^ 
arfJiPRiR sitjt’T {1) RfSiti'srf^ •spt 

(2) RfJra W3^ «p<S^ wi 
^ l'Hg«W '5FRlt i I 


aigq^ 


^ ^ ^ 

aiPtraifrai rai ^19 

2 

2 

4 r44 4. 


ar.), 


(4^) 4 

Xf^ 

rp 49 anrar *r, 4ra 



[m R. llcl,-14014/6/10-'^. ^0 
wi, 3rai:Rf^ 


MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the I2th April, 2010 

S. 0.990.— In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 
of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Right of User in Land ) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the 
Government of India hereby authorizes the person mentioned 
in column (I) of the schedule given below to perform the 
functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act 
for laying pipelines by M/s. GAIL (India) Limited in the area 
mentioned in column (2) of die said schedule. 


SCHEDULE 


Name and Address of 
the person 

Area of jurisdiction 

Shri Anthonoy J. D’Suoza. 
Deputy Collector (LA), 

On Honararium basis to 

M/s. GAIL (India) Limited, 

Goa 

Whole State of Goa, 


{F.No.L-14014/6/lO-G.P.} 
SNEH P. MADAN, Under Secy. 


■=1^ f^, 5 SlJlH, 2010 
^.aiT. 991.~^5?5R RRBR 

q i S ^ ciif i (gfR -^f trtN ^ Rn ai^) arftrf^, 
1962 (1962 ^50) (1^ 3lfRf^ 

^ RRi t) ^ rati 3 ^ ^-rati (I) ?^ aitfri-gnf)-sfit Rf 
ratlT RtraR 4^ aftt sil^fcltb ^ RjlRfra ^ 

3ifra?;?ra tR§ra raisn. 374 rirftis 5 rat^ti, 2009 ^ rara 
uratRtt, 2009'^3Ri>iftra^R^«ft, ?ra 


■tf rastrat RtKiPRi Rwiy^tn tPR Rira ura ■^?if^Rra 
dr^KT q(ce(gH[ rashiR-«ilra rarRUf^i Rft^sRi ^ 

raaPT ^ rara arram ?ra 

(4i9iA ^ <J9^Vi ^ art^rantrai arr^ 

antra ^ rI; 

a?lt tiapra aifiRjRra ^ iifiraf sr-fiii ^ di<lia 
14 ra^, 2009 ^ •3'!^ rati -nl «ff; 

aftt WT rafdraitl “arai arf^Pm ^ rati 6 

RTi-ratr { 1 ) ^ 3T^, RtraR ^ am) ^ fl t; 

ajR ^ 5 ^ RtraK •^, ■3^rti Rt ftrat rat^ ^ 
Rtrag, allt m traiRR ^ Rt fra -arai gfR <n?Tenn 
ai^fVri t, ^3tRf TTufn ^ 3rf«iraR rai araN 
rat^ rai ftlRTrai trara 

3Rt:, ara, tRraR, '3rai arPrfRrat ^ rati 6 ^ 
3R-rati (i) lira tifraiRf rai iratn rat^ r? Rfram 
ratcft t Ira ^ aifti^rantfnra atg^-4'gfR ■^f 
WRU^ fR 0 i^ ^ %t? aRRh ^ arfdraR rai ar^=T ^ 
■rara t; 

a^,tRraR,-arai atfRi^raR ^ rati 6 ^ 3 ^^ 

(4) siti iratr tif^* rat trafn rat^ go;, f^ ^ t fra arai 
gfR 394*1 rai aiftjraR, ?r 4 Yraitra raf ratRs 
t4,4*49 RtraR 4 f4^ 4^ 4 rasim, ti4 4 
grai, ratti aifRR fran?*#? f^fR^ 4 f4^ 4ra 1 


aigq^f 

rf?4el: ^tral f^: tira : Rew^ 


xi 

R^9. 

(^9^4) 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. "R^ wftr 

215/4 

0.742 

1 ?iqf^ 

73/1 

0.194 

3. raraff RkiRi 

311 

0.133 

4. 44^*31491 

272 

0.021 

5. 913^ 

101 

ai75 


[rai. tf. 3IR-310l5/l/2009-3lf3TR-II] 


4rat4, arattif^ 

New Delhi, the 5 th April, 2010 
S. O. 991,—Whereas by a notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas No. S. 0.374 dated the 5th February, 2009, 
issued under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum 
and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of Users in 
Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the 
said Act), published in the Gazette of India dated the 14th 
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February, 2009 the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the Right of User in the land specified 
in the Schedule appended to that notification for the 
purpose of laying pipeline for transportation of Crude oil 
through Vadinar>Bina Crude Pipeline Project from Vadinar 
in the State of Gujarat for Bina in the State of Madhya 
Pradesh by Bharat Oman Refmeries Limited; 

And, whereas copies of the said Gazette notification 
were made available to the public on 14- 03- 2009; 

And, whereas the Competent Authority has, 
under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, 
submitted its report to the Central Government. 

And, whereas the Central Government after 
considering the said report and on being satisfied that the 
said land is required for laying the pipelines, has decided 
to acquire the Right of User therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the Right of User in the 
said land specified in the Schedule is hereby acquired for 
laying the pipeline; 

And, further, in exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby directs duit the Right of User in the 
said land for laying the pipeline shall, instead of vesting in 
the Central Government vest, on the date of the publication 
of the declaration, in Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, free 
from all encumbrances. 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Kurwai District Vidisfaa State: MJ*. 


S.No. Name of village 

Survey No. 

Area in 
(Hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1. 

MadhiJagir 

215/4 

0.742 

1 

Emaliya 

73/1 

0.194 

3. 

Barbri Bhoransa 

311 

0.133 

4. 

Dabgi Kumariya 

272 

0.021 

5. 

Naukund 

101 

0.175 


[F. No.R-31015/1/2009-0 R-II] 
A. GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 


12 2010 

w.atr. 992.—d ^ w 
iltfN ^ ^ % •JSTOcI TFSl T? ^ Tpat 


^ q^difr t, <iq4Pi ^ arfqqtR qq arshr qiq; 

3T5I;, aw, qNtq ati^ wfqq qifVdi^H 

(Tjfrr^qq^T^arfiwnT^arsfq) 1962 (i962qq50) qfl 
VRi 3 qqqro (i) srt qqq vrt^‘ qq qqfq qq;^ -to 
^ aqqtq ^ artVraiR qq ar^q q;^ arq^ arrerq qft 

^ «if^, -sfl -aqq •4' qf^RT ’jPr ftqq;? t, 
qi^ ^ f^raqjt TR aifqq^ ^ ^ w^TRqqqit 
qfijqf 'flWRwi qpRit qit qq^w qrq ^ qRft f, ^qq?rit 

arfqqqr;^ 3T^ ii ?f[ anf^ qifqqq^, 

355 an??! qi?q?n?q qftqNRi qnq atrinq 
f<qii?qdq fMfqis, 8 / 5 , q?T qm 

35^-456010 (qenj^)qji f?Tfefcl ■4' 3qs^ ^1^1 



ftiHT: HFIT 


TTW: MUtV^VI 

qt. mq qq qpT 


C^q^ ^) 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. 

17/2 

a3io 


[qq.¥. anT-3ioi5/6/2008-arl3iR-ii] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2010 

S. O. 992.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries Limited; 

And, whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it 
is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which 
the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the schedule annexed hereto ; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the petrol uem and 
Minerals Piplines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962 ) the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

And, any person interested in the land described in 
the said Schedule may within twenty one days from the 
date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing 
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this notifiction are made available to the public, object in 
wrting to the acquisition of the right of user therein Ah' 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Arvind Kbare, 
Competent Authority, Vadinar^Bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 8/5 “Vaishali”, 
Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Uijain-456010 (Madhya 
Pradesh) 


SCHEDULE 

Tehsih Bina District: Sagar State: MJ*. 


SI. 

No. 

Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 
(Hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 . 

Saigoli 

17/2 

0310 


[F. No. R-31015/6/2008-0R-D] 
A, GOSWAMI, Under Secy. 
^ 12 2010 
993.—^ if ^ 

3rahj ^ t jsRRf tFsi H mshn 4 

fclPT^ SR? iflfilH.,* 

^ ^ 3t(crvU9> IRlht ^ ^ ^ 4 

'3914^ 315^1^ 9i59firf^ Rfwq 

^ TOtra i, -sririiln ^ arfiror ^ 3i^ wi; 

•3RT:, 3W, 

if wih ^ ^ st^) 

1962 (1962 ^50) ^ tiro3^^(I) 

^ rofro ^ ^ »jfR if wftR ^ auftraro ^ 3 #t 

suTR "qft ^iroft't; 

^ wiRfo, ^ i( arfSRf ^ ilcros: t, 

TR <irI^ ^ ^TRqjf ^ •gw tiror ttf TTSRjT ^ 

■JUffTOf UTORUI ’anrai ^ "Sfuft f, ^ # 

rNr gfir ^ ^ ^ dM4l*( 

aiftranr ^ ^ ^ ^ a^fir? WT laiftwift, 

35 s attfw qfttiNpn, roro aiNq 

K^il5H<W 8/5, wRfl TO ^ ^ITR, 

•33^-456010 "fM^ -^Kq sn^ ^ 11^1 

UPftrl: •f^;‘?iraig< tFro;-roq3l^ 



RTO qji qro 


^siq*<rl 




(iq^ '^) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 . 


1324/2 foq 

0.165 


[m U 3m-31015/14/2008--3ft31R-in 
T?,-qfp?i*ft,3roTTi^ 


New Delhi,the 12th April, 2010 

S. O. 995—Whereas it appears to the Centra) 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for tran^rtation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the State of 
Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh a pipeline 
should be laid by Bharat Qmm Refineries Limited; 

And, whereas it appears to the Central 
Govenunent that for die purpose of laying such pipeline, it 
is necessary to acquire the ri^t of user in land under which 
the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the scheudle annexed thereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of user in Lmd) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962 ) the Central Government hereby 
declares its intention to acquire die right of user there; 

And, any person interested in the land described in 
the said Schedule may within twenty one days from the 
date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing 
this notification are made available to the public, object in 
writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein for 
laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Arvind Khare, 
Competent Authority , Vadinar-bina Crude Oil Pipeline 
Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited,8/5 "Vaishali”, 
Naar Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain'456010 (Madhya 
Pradesh) 


SCHEDULE 


Tehsil; Nalkheda 

DistrictShajapur 

State: M.P. 

S. Name of Village 

Survey No. 

Area in 

No. 


(Hectare) 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. Tikon 

1324/2 P 

0.165 


[F. No.R-31015/14/2008-OR-n] 
A, GOSWAMI. Under Secy. 
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^nShR-^hr^ J!L ^ WTO wfSro#, 

^igptR i iPff ^ 3n??T irftqhsRT «Ra ?ihiia 

^-4« 0,0 



184/1 
184/2 

184/3 

175 

204 

204^^ 

204^'^ 

204^’^ 

204 

204 

204 4'3^ 
226^'^ 
226 
226 

226 4'^ 

353 ^'^ 
353 
353 
353 

162 4’^ 
162^’^ 
162^*^ 

393 

369 

370/1 


0.010 
0.010 
aoio 
0.060 
a084 
0.180 
a084 
0.096 
0.084 
a096 
ai 2 o 
0.108 
0.072 
0.096 
a076 
0.096 
0.120 
0.150 
0.120 
a075 
a096 
0.105 
0.087 

ao60 

0.110 


2 . 
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3 

_ 4 

346/3 

0.054 

345 

0.240 

342 

0.144 

336/1 

0.025 

336/2 

0.025 

1141 

0.105 

1142 

0.055 

1143 

0.013 

1139 

0.105 

1138 

0.099 


58 

59 

60 
65 
56 
101 
107 
391/2 
404 
122 

130 

131 
214 
102 
211 
212 
224 
279/2 
279/1 
285 
252 
380 
389 


0.053 

0.230 

0.290 

0.157 

0.026 

0.026 

0.035 

0.053 

0.180 

0.035 

0.032 

0.030 

0.117 

0.010 

0.033 

0.146 

0.150 

0.078 

0.083 

0.051 

0.014 

0.150 

0.150 


li 
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1 2 

3 

4 


280 

0.117 


390 

0.060 


403 

0.120 


406 

0.020 


383 

0.015 


391/1 

0.087 


282 

0.040 


283 

0.090 


215 

0.013 


405 

' 0.020 


384 

0.120 

3. 

331 

0.055 


744 

0.020 


738 

0.020 


806 

0.010 


737 

0.020 


815 

0.170 


850 

0.250 


814 

0.085 


897 

0.010 


904 

0.100 


905 

0.020 


907 

0.052 


320 

0.050 

4. 

1446 

0.300 

5. 

1201 

0.100 

6. 

406 

0.23 


[■«. 31R-31015/23/2008-^3qR-ll] 
New Delhi, the 12th April, 2010 


S.O. 994.—Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest 
that for transportation of Crude Oil from Vadinar in the 
State of Gujarat to Bina in the State of Madhya Pradesh 
a pipeline should be laid by Bharat Oman Refineries 
Limited; 


And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying such pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which 
the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers 
conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) the Central 
Government hereby declares its intention to acquire 
the right of user therein; 

Any, person interested in the land described in 
the said Schedule may within twenty one days from the 
date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing 
this notification are made available to the public, object 
in writing to the acquisition of the right of user therein 
for laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Arvind 
Khare, Competent Authority, Vadinar-Bina Crude Oil 
Pipeline Project, Bharat Oman Refineries Limited, 8/5 
‘‘Vaishall”, Near Nanakheda Bus Stand, Ujjain-456 010 
(Madhya Pradesh). 

SCHEDULE 


Tehsil: Mohan Badodiya District: Shajapur State: M,P, 


S. Name of 

Survey 

Area in 

No. Village 

No. 

Hectare 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. Govinda 

184/1 

0.010 


184/2 

0.010 


184/3 

0.010 


175 

0.060 


204 p 

0.084 


204 p 

0.180 


204 p 

0.084 


204 p 

0.096 


204 p 

0.084 


204 p 

0.096 


204 p 

0.120 


226 p 

0.108 


226 p 

0.072 


226 p 

0.096 


226 p 

0.076 


353 p 

0.096 


353 p 

0.120 


1?23Gi/10—7 
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4 

1 2 

3 

4 


0.120 


279/2 

0.078 

35j p 

0.150 


279/1 

0.083 

353 p 

0.120 


285 

0.051 

!62p 

0.075 


252 

0.014 

]62p 

0.096 


380 

0.150 

I62p 

0.105 


389 

0.150 

393 

0.087 


280 

0.117 

369 

0.060 


390 

0.060 

370/1 

0.110 


403 

0.120 

346/3 

0.054 


406 

0.020 

345 

0.240 


383 

0.015 

342 

0.144 







391/1 

0.087 

336/1 

0,025 







282 

0 (MO 

336/2 

0.025 







283 

0090 

1141 

0.105 







215 

0-0)3 

1142 

0.055 







405 

0,020 

1143 

0.013 







384 

0.120 

1139 

0.105 






3. Badodi 

331 

0.055 

1138 

0.099 







744 

0020 

58 

0.053 







738 

0.020 

59 

0230 







806 

0010 

6) 

0.290 







737 

0020 

65 

0.157 




56 

0.026 


815 

0.170 

101 

0.026 


850 

0.250 

107 

0.035 


814 

0.085 

391/2 

0.053 


897 

0.0 iO 


0.180 



0.100 

122 

0 035 


905 

0.020 

130 

0.032 


907 

0.052 

131 

0.030 


320 p 

0.050 

2)4 

0.117 

4. Mohana 

1446 

0..300 

102 

0.010 

5, Kadula 

1201 

0.100 

211 

0.033 

6. Dokargoan 

406 

023 

212 

0.146 


[No. R-3 

1015,'23/2008-OR-ll] 

224 

0.150 
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[U T3:^-l2012/242/91-3n| 3m(^-ll) ] 

3iftwr^ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 

S. O. 995.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No,257/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunalK^un^l^ 

1,Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employees in relation to the 
management of New Bank of India, and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
17*03-2010. 

[No. L-12012y242/9 MR(B-II)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRmUNALCTJM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I,CHANDIGARH 

Case No. I.D 257/2000 

Shri K.L.Sagar, C/o Shri Tek Chand Sharma, 25,Sant 
Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana 

...Applicant 

Versus 

The Regional Manager, New Bank of India, Regional 
Office, Jalandhar 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman; NoM. 


^Whethti ihc action of the management ot v - ; 
of In disnmsmg Sliri KJ.:. Si^gar. Cleik-c^i-.- 
^odo'.vn K.v-^pcr nrom i? ie service of tiic bank i:; 

If *K>b ivhat relK)f is wot k man cridtled lo?'" 

2, Case repeatva^y caked, b-oiic apr-.-.ucd v:?? heiialf 

of the workman despite notice. The representative o? me 
management is present. The reference was refen*ed by tiie 
Central Government in the year 2000 and already ten years 
old. It appears that workman is not interested to puruse his 
claim in the present reference. The reference is returned to 
Central Government for want of prosecution. Let the Centia! 
Government be informed. File be consigned. 

Chandigarh. 

8-03-2010 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
17 2010 

3ir. 996.-1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ % 

3irP ^11^ ^ ^ ^ 

rlf^ aftatfncF [qo||<^ "^i sftlilPicti 

'MNiQi'H -I, nCid (TT^t'WsTI 138/92) 

^57# 777^ ^ 17-3-2010 ^7 ’iTO 

fsn m 

[77. tt^-12012/257/92-31T| SIKC^-II) ] 
^ ■q77.'qp%, 37ffT^7) 

New^ Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 
S. O. 996.—In pursuance of Section 17 of tiic 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1^47), the Cent.mi 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 138./92) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cian-Uibour 
Court-l, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employees in relation to ihc 
management of Oriental Bank of Commerce, and theii 
workman, which was received by the Central Government on 
17-03-2010. 

[No. L-12012/257/92-IR(B-II)] 
U.S. PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMARSHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 


For the Management: Shri N.K.Zakhmi. 

AWARD 

Passed on 08-03-2010 

1. Central Government vide notification No. L-12012/ 
242/91-1R(B-1I), dated 14-11-91 (8-6-2000), has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 


INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURI 
NO. I, CHANDIGARH 
Case No. I.D 138/92 

Shri Vijender Kumar, 160 KunJ La! Garden, 

Near Shanti Nagar, Hissar-125001 

..Apphcaar 
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Versus 

The Genera! Manager, Oriental Bank of Commerce, 

Harsha Bhawan, E-Block, Cannaught Place, New Delhi. 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman: Shri Amit Sharma, Advocate. 

For the Management; Shri R.S. Deswal, Law Officer. 

Sh. N. K. Zakhmi Advocate. 

AWARD 

Passed on 09-03-2010 

This reference came before me for award after 18 
years. Reasons may be many for denying justice but the 
ultimate sufferer has been the workman. It was the right of 
the workman to get his grievances redressed within a 
reasonable lime if not within the time stipulated by the law. 
Whatever this Tribunal can do is a sincere regret for 
denying timely justice. 

Govemment of India vide Notification No. L-12012/ 
257/92/tR(B-ll) Dated 10-12-92, By exercising its power 
under Section iO of the Industrial Disputes'Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred as the Act), referred the following 
Industrial dispute for adjudication of this Tribunal:- 

" Whether the action of management of Oriental Bank 
of Commerce, Hissar in dismissing the services of 
Sh. Vijender Kumar, Clerk-cum-Cashier w.e.f 
12-6-91, is just, fair and legal? If not, to what relief is 
the workman is entitled to?’’ 

After receiving the reference, the parties were 
informed. Parties appeared and filed their respective 
pleading. On perusal of the pleading of the parties it is 
clear that workman Shri Vajinder Kumar was charged for 
fraudulently withdrawing an amount of Rs. 50,000 while he 
was working as Head-Cashier, Hissar Branch of Oriental 
Bank of Commerce. It was also before the Tribunal that a 
departmental inquiry' was conducted in which the charge 
was proved against the workman. The workman challenged 
the genuineness of inquiry before this Tribunai and this 
Tribunal vide order dated 15-9-2003 set aside the inquiry' 
proceeding and the proceeding of disciplinary authority 
and directed the management of the Bank to prove the 
charge levelled against the workman bc.ore this Tribunal. 
Accordingly, opportunity was afforded to the management 
to prove the charge against the worKman by this tribunal. 
On behalf of the management of the Bank numbers of 
affidavits were filed. The witnesses, which were cross 
examined are Shri Devinder Prasad, Handwriting expert, 
Shri R.S. Gupta, Shri Chander Singh and Shri O.P.Taneja. 


Rest of the witnesses who had filed their affidavits on 
behalf of the management were not produced for cross- 
examination, accordingly, no weightage shall be given by 
this Tribunal on their respective affidavits. 

On behalfof the workman, the workman Shri Vajinder 
Kumar himself filed the affidavit and he was cross-examined 
by the learned counsel for the management, Shri P. Lai, 
Handwriting expert was also examined by this Tribunal on 
behalf of the workman. 1 have heard the parties at length 
and perused entire material on record. The main issues 
before this Tribunal for adjudicating this reference are:- 

1. Whether the management has proved the 
charge levelled against the workman before this Tribunal? 

2, To what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

It is hereby made clear that both of the parties have 
filed the report of their own Handwriting expert. 
Handwriting experts of both of the parties were cross- 
examined before this Tribunal at length. On the same and 
common issue both of the Handwriting expert have givea^ 
the different opinions. Accordingly, after perusal of the 
reports of both the Handwriting experts and the oral 
examination of both of the experts, this Tribunal has to 
reach to the conclusion. Apart from the evidence of 
Handwriting experts, Shri R.S.Gupla, who was officiating 
Manager on 1-12-1988 has been examined in detail. Shri 
Chander Singh, the co-worker of the workman and was 
working as Clerk-cum-Cashier on 1-12-1988 was also 
examined in detail. Shri O.P.Taneja was the then Manager 
who was also cross-examined in detail. 

The cumulative inference from the pleading and the 
affidavits filed by the witness of the management is that 
the workman was transeferred from the concerned branch 
to another branch. The Bank Manager Shri O.P.Taneja was 
on leave on 1-12-1988, He proposed to relieve the workman 
on 30-11-1988 before his proceeding to leave but could not 
because of the request of the workman. The workman was 
thereafter relieved by Shri R.S.Gupta, who was officiating 
as Manager on 1-12-1^88. The workman worked for whole 
of the day on 1-12-1988. He also visited the bank on 
2-12-1988. On disclosure of fraud of Rs. 50,000 FIR was 
lodged in the appropriate Police Station and the workman 
in the presence of the witnesses admitted his fault. It has 
also come before this Tribunal that even father and brother- 
in-law of the workman came to the bank when workman 
admitted his fault and they prayed not for recording FIR. 
The father and brother- in-law of the workman handed over 
the FDR of Rs. 30,000 and had also given withdrawal form 
of Rs, 50,000 of the savings Bank Account No. 7303 of 
Shri Richpal Singh with the intention of returning the said 
amount to the Bank. 


TUfclf 
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Al) these witnesses namely; Shri R*S. Gupta, 
Shri Chander Singh and Shri O.P. Taneja were cross 
examined at length by learned counsel for the workman. It 
has been the specific contention of Shri V.P.Gupta and 
Shri O.P.Taneja in their respective affidavits that workman 
admitted the charge in the presence of all the employees of 
the bank and even in presence of his father and brother- 
in-law. It has also been the specific contention of these 
two witnesses in their affidavits that father and brother-in- 
law of the workman handed over the FDR of Rs. 30,000 and 
also issue a withdrawal form for making the loss of the 
bank good. But these two witnesses were not cross- 
examined by (earned counsel for the workman on these 
issues. I have gone through the cross-examination of both 
of the witnesses and it transpires that only one question 
has been asked regarding furnishing of FDR, which the 
witness has admitted. There is no cross-examination on 
the issue of admission and for issuing the withdrawal form 
to make the loss good, In absentia of cross-examination on 
these two issues the content of affidavit will be considered 
to be true. 

1 have also gone through the entire cross-examination 
of all these three witnesses and other materials on record. 
U is true that there is no direct evidence for fraudulantly 
withdrawing of Rs. 50,000 and for stealing and destroying 
the withdrawal form and the relevant entiy from the Long 
Book. But the following circumstances proved it beyond 
doubt that workman has committed the misconduct of 
fraudulantly withdrawing an amount of Rs. 50,000 and 
thereafter stealing and destroying the withdrawal form:— 

1. There was opportunity to the workman to 
commit this act. Before 1-12-1988 he was posted in the 
Bank and as per the evidence of all the three witnesses 
mentioned above workman was working on the seat where 
it was possible to fraudulently withdraw the amount 

2. On 30- U -1988, the Manager of the Branch 
concerned Shri O.P Taneja tried to relieve the workman on 
his transfer to another branch,It is clear from the evidence 
of Shri O.P.Taneja and Shri R.S. Gupta that on the request 
of the workman he was not relieved on that day. 

3. The workman thereafter was relieved by 
Shri R.S. Gupta, who was officiating as Manager, on 
1 -12-1988 afternoon. The workman had worked for entire 
day on 1-12-1988, In the ordinary course of nature, every 
person will prefer to hand over the charge on the last day 
of the month but the workman preferred to get him relieved 
on 1-12-1988 afternoon. 

4. The important circumstances is that workman 
even after relieving from the branch concerned on 
M2-1988 afternoon visited the branch once again on 


2-12-1988 and remain in the bank as per the evidence of 
co-workers from 10.30 A.M, to 12.00 Noon particularly at 
the place where the voucher in question was kept for 
making entries in relevant register. The fact of visiting the 
workman to the branch concerned on 2-12-1988 is clearly 
established. There is no explanation on the part of the 
workman why he visited the branch on 2-12-1988 when he 
was relieved on previous day afternoon? 

5, It is clearly established from the evidence of 
Shri R.S. Gupta and Shri O.P.Taneja that the workman 
admitted his charges in their presence and in the presence 
of father and brother -in-law of the workman. It is not denied 
by the workman that father and brother-in-law of the 
workman visited the bank. 

As stated earlier, both the witnesses were cross- 
examined namely; Shri R.S.Gupta and Shri O.P. Taneja were 
cross-examined on this issue very lightly. Only one question 
from each witness was asked about the FDR, which the 
witness replied in positive. No other question in cross- 
exan.ination was asked regarding the presence of father 
and brother-in-law of the workman in the branch concerned. 

It has been the contention of the workman that his 
father and brother-in-law were not cross-examined. The 
departmental proceedings and the proceedings before 
Administrative Tribunal are different in nature than the 
proceeding before Civil Courts and Criminal Courts. The 
provisions of Indian Evidence Act are not applicable strictly 
before the Administrative Tribunals and in departmental 
proceedings. In one of the judgement Hon’ble Mr.Justice 
Krishna lyyer has expressed his view that in departmental 
proceedings and proceedings before the Administrative 
Tribunals, there should be no allergy even to hearsay 
evidence if it has credibility. The fact of admission by 
workman and consequential act of father and brother-in- 
law ofthe workman handing over FDR of Rs. 30,000 and a 
withdrawal form of Rs.50,000 has credibility as these facts 
have not been challenged by the workman in the 
proceedings before this Tribunal. 

Thus, from the circumstances mentioned above, this 
fact is clearly established before this Tribunal that there 
was an opportunity to the workman to withdraw illegally 
and fraudulently an amount of Rs,50,000 for which he 
was charged. He has also availed the opportunity for 
destroying the voucher concerned and revelant entry in 
Long Book by making his unnecessary and unexplained 
visit to the bank on 2-12-1988.This fact is further 
corroborated by the evidence of Shri Chander Singh that 
on 2-12-1988 the workman remained present at the place 
where voucher was kept for the entry of Rs. 50,000 in 
relevant register. The purpose of his visit to the bank on 
2-12-1988 is unexplained. 
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Thus, the above circumstances, if taken together 
makes it clear that the intention of workman to destroy the 
voucher and revel ant entry in Long Book was to conceal 
his illegal design for fraudulently withdrawing Rs. 50,000. 
The charges leveled against the workman has been proved 
by the mar\agement before this Tribunal. 

The workman was dismissed from the services. The 
order of dismissal in my view is proportionate to the 
committed misconduct, Accordingly this reference is 
answered that the punishment of dismissal from the services 
on account of misconduct of the workman was/is lawful. 
The workman is not entitled for any relief. Let Central 
Government be approached for publication of Award, and 
thereafter, file be consigned to record room. 

G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 
17 2010 

an. 997.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) Rft 17 ^ 

am? ^ ^ ^ ^ 

343 ^ ^ 3?[ej)r'i9) iqRK 4 3)lii)p|cb' 

-1, 66/2009) 

^ y^blfifld wt t, ^ ^ r7-3'20I0 

13Tr m 

[7T. ■^-1201 l/107/2009-3TrtaTR(4t-lI)] 
■ 3 . 1333 . 9, 

New Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 

S. O. 997.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.66/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial TribunaFLabour Court-l, 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employees in relation to the management 
of Central Bank of India, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-03-2010. 

[ No. L-12011 /107/2009-lR(B-ll)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMARSHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICEIi CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. LD 66/2009 

Sint. Sunita Kumari, C/o President CBl Employees Union, 
129, La! Kurti, Ambala Cantt. Haryana 

...Applicant 
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Versus 

The Regional Manager, Centra! Bank of India, Regional 
Office, Jawahar Market,Model Town, Rohtak 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 
For the workman; None, 

For the Management: Shri Banni Thomos. 

AWARD 

Passed on 08-03-2010 

Central Govt, vide Notification No. L-12011/107/2009 
(IR(B-II), dated 29-1-2010, has referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication ;— 

''Whether the action of the management of Regional 
Manager, Central Bank of India, Rohtak in posting 
of Smt. Sunita Kumari, CTO, Kharkhoda branch as 
Head Cashier E in violation of promotion policy 
agreement dated 29-5-2000 is just fair and legal. What 
a relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

2. Case repeatedly called. None appeared on behalf 
of the workman despite notice. No claim statement has 
either been filed by the workman regarding her claim. The 
management submitted the written statement. It appears 
that workman is not interested to pursue her claim in 
reference. In view of the above as the workman is not 
appearing nor filed any claim statement, the present 
reference is returned to the Central Govt, for want of 
prosecution. Central Govt, be informed.Fiie be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

8-3-2010 

G. K. SHARMA, PresidingOfficer 
Rifts#, 17 R#, 2010 

OT. 998.—1947 (1947 
RR 14) # 17 ^ 4', 71WR ^ 

^■#51 ftPTN# #7 ^ 4#, 313^'R -R 

ftrf^ aMPra" 4 3Tf«r35Toi/?w 

(71#287/2001) #31## 

# 17-3-2010 #31^1371 9711 

[m 7i. '(^'12011/110/2001-3# 3iR(#-n)] 

New Delhi, the 17th March, 2010 

S* O. 998.—In pursuance of Section !7 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 287/2001) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal /Labour Court 
No.-l, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
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industrial Dispute between the employees in relation to the 
managementofUCO Bank, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 17-03 -2010. 

[F.No.L-12011/110/200MR(B-II)] 
U.S.PANDEY, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI GYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
NO. I, CHANDIGARH 
Case No. LD 0287/2001 

The General Secretary, UCO Bank employees, 
Union(Regd),Central Office, UCO Bank, GT.Road 
Jalandhar City -144001 . Applicant 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, UCO Bank, Zonal Office, S.C.0,1092- 
93, Sector-22-B,Chandigarh-160022 

...Respondent 

APPEARANCES 
For the workman: None. 

For the Management: Shri NX.Zakhmi. 

AWARD 

Passed on 08-03-2010 

Central Government vide Notification No.-L 12011/ 
110/2001-(IR(B-11), dated 05-09-2001, has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

‘'Whether the action of the management of UCO Bank 
to impose the punishment of withdrawal of Special 
Allowance upon Shri A,K.Kapoor is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief is the disputant concerned 
entitled to?'' 

2. None is present on behalf of the workman/Union, 
[.earned representative of the management is present.The 
reference was referred by the Central Government in the 
year 2001. Several opportunities have been given to the 
workman/Union but it is not availing the opportunity of 
being heard. It is already 2 P.M. At this stage, 1 have no 
option othenvise then to dismiss the claim of union in 
reference for non-prosecution and return the reference to 
the Central Government as such. Accordingly, the reference 
is returned as such. Let the Central Government be informed. 
File be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

8-03-2010 G. K. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

^ 1 ^^, 22^,2010 

OT. 999 .—1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ WR ^ 


aiKTO'lel 24/2007 ) ^ 

22-03-2010 m 

[U Tr^-22012/298/2006-^ ^URtRR-ll)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 999.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No,24/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, ASANSOL now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Bankola Area 
of M/s Eastern Coalfields Limited and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 22-03-2010. 

[No. L-220l2/298/2006-IR(CM-ll)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Manoranjan Pattnaik, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 24 of 2007 

PARTIES: The Industrial Dispute between the 
management of Shankarpur Colliery, Bankola Area of E C L 

Versus 

Their Workman 
REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Management: P.K.Goswami, Advocate 

For the Union (workman); G.S.Koyala Mazdoor Congress, 
Gorai Mansion, GT Road, 
Asansol. 

INDUSTRY; Coal State: West Bengal. 

Dated IM1-2009 
AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
298/2006-lR(CM-lI) dated 19-3-2007 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 
SCHEDULE 

"‘Whether the action of the management of 
Shankarpur Colliery of M/s ECL in dismissing 
Sri Shiblal Majhi from service w.eT. 5-9-2005 is legal 
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and justiried?If not to what relief is the workman 

entitled to?” 

On receipt ofthe Order No. L-22012/298/2006-lR(CM- 
II) dated 19-3'2007 ofthe above mentioned reference from 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 24 of 
2007 was registered on 3-5-2007 and accordingly an order 
to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on that date fixed and to file their written 
statement along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witness in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said 
order notices by the registered post were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

Despite notices issued to the employer and the 
employee by registered post none of them made their 
appearence. It appears that they are not interest to proceed 
with the case and it is apparent that dispute no more exists. 
Award to the effect need be passed and hence it is ordered 

ORDER 

Let an award be and same is passed in terms of the 
above finding. Copy of the award be sent to the Ministry 
of Labour & Employment, Government of India, New Delhi. 

MANORANJAN PATTNAIK, Presiding Officer 
22 2010 

3Tr, 1000, —1947 ( 1947 

^ WIT 37/2007) ^ 

tK'shk 22-03-2010 

[U ^-22012/46/2007-31Tf 3TR(#i^R-II)] 

arfrmft 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 1000. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.37/2007) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, ASANSOL now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Tirat Colliery 
of M/s ECL,and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 22 - 03 - 2010 . 

[ No. L-22012/46^007-IR(CM-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


[Pari II—Shc. 3(ii)] 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRUL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRESENT: Sri Manoranjan Pattnaik, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 37 of 2007 

PARTIES: Industrial Dispute between the manage¬ 
ment of Tirath Collieiy of ECL 
Versus 

Their Workman 
REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Management : Sri P.K.Goswami, 

Advocate. 

For the Union (workman) : Sri Sayan tan Mukherjee, 

Advocate. 

INDUSTRY: Coal State: West Bengal. 

Dated 11-2-2009 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No.L22012/ 
46/2007-IR (CM-II) dated 27-6-2007 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal. 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Tirath 
Colliery of M/s ECL in terminating the service of 
Sri Dillip Roy w.e.f 01 -03-2006 is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled to?’' 

On receipt ofthe Order No. L-22012/46/2007-IR (CM-lI) 
dated 27-6-2007 ofthe above mentioned reference from the 
Govt of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for adjudication 
of the dispute, a reference case No. 37 of2007 was registered 
on 11-07-2007 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the registered post to the 
parties concerned directing them to appear in the court. 

On that date fixed and to file their written statement 
along with the relevant documents and a list of witnesses 
in support of their claims. In pursuance of the said order 
notices by the registered post were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

On perusal of the record it appears that petition has 
been filed by the workman (Sri Dillip Roy) with a copy of 
Form 'H* containing the term and conditions of settlement. 
There is no need for further proceeding. The industrial 
dispute no more exists and hence an award to that effect 
needs to be passed. Accordingly, it is ordered: 
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ORDER 

Let an award be and same is passed in terms of the 
above finding, copy of the award be sent to the 
Ministry of Labour & Employment, Govt, of 
India,New Delhi. 

M ANORAK JAN PATTNAIK, Presiding Officer 
22 2010 

OT, 100L—1947 (1947 

^ 14) 17 ^ 

^ 29/2006) 

^ t, ^ ^ 22-03-2010 ^ Tira «1TI 

[4 T3;^-220i2/in/2005-3;n^ 3;TR('HtT?T-ii)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 
S. O, 1001.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No, 29/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-Labour 
Court, AS ANSOL as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of M/s Eastern Coalfields 
Limited, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 22-03-2010. 

[No. L-22012/11 l/2005-IR{CM-lI)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AS ANSOL 

Present: Sri Manoranjan Pattnaik, Presiding Officer 
Reference No. 29 of 2006 

Parties; The Agent, Dhemomain Colliery of M/s. ECL, 
Burdwan. 

Versus 

Jt. Secretary, CMC (HMS), G.T. Road, Asansol, 
Burdwan. 

REPRESENTATIVES 

For the Management ; P. K. Das, Advocate. 

For the Union (workman) : S. K. Pandey, Jt. Secy. 

CMC (HMS). 

INDUSTRY: Coal State : West Bengal 

Dated 05-02-2010 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 


through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No, L-22012/ 
1 1 l/2005-lR(CM-lI) dated 20-07-2006 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this Tribunal, 
SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Dhemomain Colliery of M/s EGL is dismissing the 
services of Sh. Kajal Das,U.G. Loader, w.e.f. 
20-03-2003 is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
is the workman entitled?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/111/2005-lR 
(CM-II) dated 20-07-2006 of the above said reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a refemce case No. 29 of2006 
was registered on 14-08-2006 and accordingly an order to 
that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed. 

In responce to the notice issued from this Tribunal 
both the parties made their appearance through their 
Advocate Sri P.K.Goswami and the Officer bearer of the 
concerned union, Sri S.K.Pandey. Written statement has 
also been filed by both sides. However,it is informed by 
the workman Sri Kajal Das to-day that dispute has been 
settled mutually between both parties. Both the Learned 
Counsel and authorized representative have signed on the 
application raising no objection. 

In view of that schedule industrial dispute no more 
exists. Accordingly, an award needs be passed to that 
effect. Hence, it is ordered. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as peTabove, 
Send the copies of the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed qf, 

MANORANJAN PATTNAIK, Presiding Officer 
22 2010 

OT. 1002.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ Ti, ^ 

d’loh 'ib4't)K7 '4" 

01/2007) 

^ 22-03-2010 sui 

[U T3?T-22012/238/2006-31l| 31R(#i^iT-ll)] 
'l)s, 3Tf^4n<l 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 
S. O. 1002,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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.jnMv>r<M'erri5y oubiishe^^ti^e;^ No. Oi/2007) 

' inc (j.o^ ^niirs^?Ri rn{Fi;vi!itJl Tribui^al cunvi.abour 

V’-r; ^.sr>CH. fv:vvi 'm i'howi^ A the ^nnexui^e in tlie 
•i ^ ^ between ihernanagemeniofManoharbahal 
■ Vi - i ;v<;rem Coalfields Linnted, and their 
-V :'Mvt^d by the Central Government on 

./!: i*;;' 

[ No. L^220I2r238/2006-IR(CM-Il)] 
AJAYKGMARGAUR DeskOmcer 
ANNEXURE 

TflLCENTRAL GOVERNMEFFr 
- ’; :-v ;s 'U INALCCM-LABOUR COURT, 

ASANSOL. 

• • • :... = i-MKarhast )"aitnaik, Presiding Officer 

Eeierence No. I of 2007 

Mv^noharbahal c(diiery of [’astern 
• ’ vUedwan. 

Vevsas 

y.-Jiciary, CMC, Ajiansol. Distt. 

kEfs^ESEN^FAllVES 

■v ; ^ a : Sri P. K, Goswarni, 

A d vocal e. 

■ ..V-: a-;:': Sri.A.K. Pandey 

G" ; V- Soite-West Bengal 


to file their written statement along with the i P va 
documents and a list of witnesses in support of if? laims. 

Both parties filed written statement and address. J evidence. 

The management made its appearance fl'tough its 
Counsel without finding any pleadings. The Union, 
However, has filed the written statement. Both the parties 
have been heard. The unrebutted claims of the late workman 
Gobardhan Bouri(substituted by his widow Smt. Janta Bouri 
vide order dated 22-5-2009) worked as Ug, Loader in 
Manoharbahal colliery of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd. He 
remained absent in duties due to illness and joined later 
after recovery. He was however, charge sheetco vide 
C.S.No. MB/OI/34 dt. 23-1 i-2001 and w'as subsequently 
dismissed w.e.f 20-2-2003 without charge sheet being 
served on him nor providing opportunity to defened. He 
was also not supplied with copy of enquiry proceeding 
nor served with 2nd show cause. 

As indicated above the employer i.e M/s. LCL has 
not challenged the claims of the workman apparently 
finding the claims as genuine.lt has been slated that the 
medical certificate etc., submitted by the workman in support 
of his illness that prevented him from attending duties has 
been ignored by his authority and he was charge siieeted. 
The management is not coming forward with the irnpugned 
enquiry report to counter the allegation.And the workman 
levelled blemish on the enquiry report that it is unfair 
unjustified and against natural justice. 


Dated IG 2-2009 

AWARD 

0 .: vv:o : i-l powers conferred by clause (d) ofsiib- 
- . !; viui -section 2{A) of Section 10 of tlie 

: i Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Govt, of India 

■ n;* • ( 0 ^. V of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
Oho V , 'iVj A) JaIed 28G2-2006 has been pleased to 

■ ; !os' adjudication by this 'I'ribunai. 

SCHEDULE 

nct'Oii of )he management of 
CnMiciy of M/s. BCL in dism^snig 
- 'A'ori, U 6j. Loader from service v.e.f 
fo::'.; L'g b andjustihed? if not, to what relief 
■ :* efriUed?” 

^o o.M Order c-io. L-22012/238/ 

^ b Utaied 284 2 2006 of the above mentioned 
; of MiriisUy of l.abour, 

: • : oi the dispute, a reicience case 

■' ; ve.iS!.vr<-d on 16't/!-2007 arid 

:=< i-nu :‘frei'= was oassed to Lsue 
A r-'s? i j the pardcs concernea 
:> d*:.: coi-'* o- fpe fixed and 


The dismissal of the workman i.e.Gobardhan Bouri 
Underground Loader, from service w.e.f.20-3-2003 in the 
face of the above reasons cannot be held justified. The 
order of dismissal is liable to be set aside entitling him for 
reinstatement w.e.f the very dated of dismissal. 

The workman however died since 22-10-2006 and is 
being substitued by his widow Smt, Janta Bouri. She is 
entitled to all financial benefits which would be disbursed 
in favour of Late Gobardhan Bouri. That apart the 
management is being called upon to extend all benefits 
that lawfully flow down to the successor of the vvorkrnan 
dying in service including financial and employment. As 
such, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

Let an Award be and same is passed. Send fre copies of 
the award to the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labvour, 
New Delhi for information and needful. 

MANORANJAN PATTNAIK, Presiding Officer 

22 "RH, 2010 

3TT. 1003.-1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ ^ 


■in* V 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 1003. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No.44/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum-Labour 
Court, NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Western Coalfields 
Limited, and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 22-03-2010. 

[ No. L-22012/143/2004-lR(CM-lI)] 
AJAYKUMARGAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BE FORE SHRI A. N. YADA V, PRESIDING OFFICEI^, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No. CGIT/NGP/44/ 2005 

Date 10.3.2010 


Petitioner/ 


Party No. 1 : 

The General Secretary, 
MPKKMP (HMS), 

Po. J unnardeo, D istt. Chh indwara, 
Chhindwara (M.P.) 


Versus 

Respondent/ 

The Chief General Manager, 

Party No.2 

WCL, Kanhan Area, PO 
Dungaria Distt. 

Chhindwara, 

Chhindwara (M.P.) 

AWARD 


(Dated: 10th March, 2010) 

l.ihe Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of dispute between the General Secretary, 
MPKKMP (HMS), Po.Junnardeo, Chhindwara (Party No. 1) 
and the Chief General Manager, WCL, Kanhan Area, PO 
Dungaria, Chhindwara (Party No.2) referred the same for 
adjudication to this Tribunal vide its letter No, L-22012/143/ 
2004-lR (CM-ll) dated 13-5-2005 under clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub Section(2A) of Section 10 of Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 [ 14 of 1947] with the following schedule. 

2 .‘* ^ 

eft ^ 


ivn 

1475/93 28-9-1993 i ' 

irM'ii 60-1 5 ii ^ ^ ^ 45,90 

^ eft 

J. ( he reicicnce cameup idr ilcaruig V,, r •2-2006 
on which the petitioner and his counse! were ':b :v..iuThe 
petitioPxer and his counsel were absent lor more than one 
year.The counsel for Petitioner h: r not riled his 


statement of claim. On 9-3-20 2; lL- o iidener nwd hir 
counsel were also absent. The . ■ ■ iut-s filed the 

pursis for disposing the case.It soetr ^ Petit 


not taking any interest in prosecuUng the ease 1 do e' 
think it proper to continue it on the same s:nge ear; 
together. In the circumstances, no v 01 b.. ; ^ c<i 

in continuing the case, hence ii dismissed fc. the uetdui. of 
the Petitioner and 1 pass the negative awaid that no iS noi 
entitled for any relief Hence this Award 

Date: 10-03-2010 

A. N. V \ .iVe 

fr^rfr. 22 .. ...v. 10 

1004. -V{l Hivi.4Vg ; j9 l7 

^ 14) ^ ^ 17 

^ T> -dq >:t f&Tqrr^ /> 

- i ' ■■ ^ 

t. TTI >2-0 -2210 "5^ ^...d 91 

[V UH-40012/' 75/2()0- - l : 

New idcihi, the22nd M:, .9:^. 2010 

S.O. 1004,—In pursuance ■ f Seciioi^ [7 o;'u,.. 
Industrial Disputes Aci, 1947 (ih of 1947). tlso Goavra. 
Government hereby publishes the a'oeoi (Ref >-o. > LV 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cuivx 
Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in t Annexure iu 0;. 
Industrial Dispute between li:e , do'!:7rv !a: 
the management of Department drnr. v i:. ;: 

workman, which was receive- • Jh- o -01 .. 

on 22-03-2010 

[No, 75.LrtOO-iKU; >‘ 

SURLNidR . SINGH. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASR, HJS, P Rim Ur 
OFFlCER,CENTRALGOVERNMEN [ mn s nUM 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURI KA7 l L 

Industrial Dispute No. I lb of 2000 

BETWEEN 


^ 17, 2010/^ 27,1932 
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committed breach of the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act, and therefore, he is entitled to be 
reinstated. 


Sh. Kalloo son of Sri Sahab Karan 
House No.366 Om purwa, 

Harjender Nagar, 

Kanpur. 

And 

The General Manager, 

Kanpur Telecom Zila 
AE Building, 

The Mali Kanpur. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government MOL New Delhi vide 
Notification no. L40012/175/2000/IR(DU) dated 
14-9-2000 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal. 

2. Whether the action of the management of 
General Manager, Kanpur Telecom Zila Kanpur 
in terminating the services of their workman 
Sh. Kallu w. e. f. 1-5-87 is legal andjustified? If 
not to what relief the workman is entitled ? 

3. Brief facts are that the applicant claimant has 
tiled his statement of claim praying that the 
action of the management in terminating the 
services of the claimant and not following the 
provisions of Section 25F, 25N, 25 G and 25 H of 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947, be termed as illegal 
void and bad in law and he be reinstated with 
full back wages. 

4. Claimant has alleged that he was appointed on 
the post of peon as a daily wager with effect 
from 1,5.86 at Telecom Department Upica 
Bhawan, Sarvodaya” Nagar, Kanpur, and worked 
there continuously till 30-4-87. His services were 
verbally terminated on 1 -5-87 without giving any 
notice, notice pay and retrenchment. When the 
workman reported for duty on 1-5-87 he was 
verbally informed that his services have been 
terminated with immediate effect, in this way 
opposite party took continuous work from the 
workman from 1-5-86 to 30-4-87 and he worked 
for more than 240 days in one calendar year prior 
to his termination. Payment was made to the 
workman some times in his own name, sometimes 
in fictitious name like Ramesh Mohan etc only 
to forfeit the genuine claim of the workman which 
a clear case of unfair labour practices. He was 
forced to sign all these payment vouchers in 
these fictitious names. The post on which the 
workman was working was of the permanent and 
regular nature. Opposite party has not paid the 
wages for Sundays and holidays for which the 
workman was entitled, thereiore, the tarmination 
of the services of the workman amounts’ to 
retrenchment and the opposite party has 


5. Opposite party has filed the written statement 
wherein they have vehemently contradicted the 
aversion of the claim of the workman. It is stated 
that he was never appointed on the post of peon 
on 1-5-86 and he never worked till 30-4-87. He 
was never terminated on 1-5-87 orally or 
otherwise. There is a ban in the Telecom 
Department to appoint on group C and Group D 
post with effect from 1-4-85. The papers 
produced by the claimant before the ALC, 
though not admissible to the opposite party, 
the claimant might have obtained the certificate 
from some person that he worked as casual 
labour on muster roll, but it also does not show 
that he worked in the month of September and 
October 86, He never worked for 240 days and 
no right accrues to the claimant on the basis of 
these certificates. It is also wrong to say that 
the claimant was forced to sign on fictitious 
vouchers. In the entire claim statement claimant 
did not show as to what nature of work he was 
performing. Present claim is too delayed and time 
barred. Thus the opposite party has prayed that 
the claim of the claimant is liable to be rejected. 

6 . The claimant has also filed rejoinder/counter 
reply. He has contradicted the allegations of the 
management and has reiterated the facts pleaded 
in his pleadings. 

7. Both the sides have adduced oral as well as 
documentary evidence. 

8 . Claimant has adduced 13 documents vide list 
no. 13/1 but these are mainly photocopies. 
Thereafter, the claimant has filed original 
documents vide list Paper No. 22/1. There are 13 
documents filed along with this list. Paper No. 
22/2 is the main document that is original copy 
of working period of the concerned workman 
and other documents are affidavit, letter written 
by the claimant to opposite party department 
and letter alleged to have been written by the 
opposite, party department to the claimant and 
the original copy of enrolment in Employment 
Exchange Kanpur, copy of caste certificate and 
letter by claimant to the opposite party depart¬ 
ment as alleged by him. 

9. The opposite party has not filed any 
documentary evidence. 

10. Claimant has adduced himself as W.W.l Sri 
Kalloo. Opposite party has produced witness 
Sri Prahlad who is SDE Building as M. W.l. 
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11 . 1 heard the both the parties and perused the 
record and the evidence of both the parties. 

My findings are— 

12 . It is the admitted case of the claimant that he 
was not appointed on a regular post. He claimed 
that he was appointed as a daily wager peon 
with, effect from 1-5-86 and his services were 
verbally terminated on 1-5-87. During the 
arguments the claimant has mainly relied upon a 
document which is Paper No. 22/2, It is claimed 
that this letter has been given by the opposite 
party department AE (Phones) Kanpur Telecom 
Department to the claimant as certificate showing 
that the claimant had worked with effect from 
May, 1986 to April, 1987 for 285 days. 

13. Therefore, the only short questioin in this case 
is to be decided as to whether the claimant 
worked with the opposite party department for 
240 days or more, in a calendar year preceding 
the date of termination i.e. 1-5-87. 

14. Opposite party has totally contradicted and 
contended that this paper appears to be a fake 
document. They have invited my attention to 
this paper and submitted that this paper appears 
to be of the year 1988 but the stamp which has 
been put on this paper appears to be new one. It 
does not appear to be the original or carbon 
copy, because if it is a carbon copy then it is 
difficult to have stamp on it and it also carries 
the signature of the issuing person. Moreover, 
there are overwriting or manipulation in the third 
line this is also shown to be as original. 
Moreover in the sixth line there is a big spacing 
that is certified that Sri Kail (there is a blank 
spot) son of Sri Sahab Kanan resident Ompurwa 
Chakeri Road Kanpur and there is blank space. 
1 have gone through ail these infirmities 
mentioned by the opposite party. This infirmity 
places a doubt whether it is an original document 
or prepared after placing a carbon paper. Some 
where it shows its originality and some where it 
shows to have been prepared as a carbon copy. 
Therefore, in my view no cognizance can be 
taken on this document. 

15. There is one more paper 22/6 alleged to be given 
by the opposite party department to the claimant 
This is also dated 23-11-89. There is a gap of 
19 or 20 years and the stamp on this paper appear 
to be the new one as was in paper no. 22/2. 

16. 1 have gone through the statement of W.W. 1. 
In the chief he has, stated that his name was 
sent by the employment exchange. He has filed 
paper no. 22/12 card of employment exchange. 


Now it was veiy easy for the claimant to produce 
and file the letter which was issued by the 
employment exchange to the claimant. More so 
he could have summoned the record from the 
employment exchange but he did not file the 
copy of the letter which was sent by the 
employment exchange for appearing before the 
opposite party department for the post of daily 
wager. He stated that the certificate for the 
working days was issued by Sri R. S. Gupta but 
this fact has not been mentioned by him in his 
statement of claim. If he knows that this 
certificate was issued by Sri Gupta, he could 
have produced Sri Gupta on his behalf as wimess. 
In the cross examination he again asserted that 
his name was sent from the employment 
exchange but in the cross he stated that he was 
not called by the department for interview 
through any letter and he was not interviewed 
which does not appear to be reasonable. 

17. Claimant has vehemently contended that the 
statement of M. W. 1 should not be believed. 
Main cross has been done on the point of 
Sri Gupta A.E. In this regard 1 have to say that if 
this witness was the person was so material it 
was the duty of the claimant to refer his name 
specifically in the pleadings so that the opposite 
party may have opportunity to clarify it. Nothing 
has been done and pleaded. When not pleaded 
even then it becomes incumbent upon the 
claimant to produce Sri Gupta as witness and it 
was not the duty of the opposite party to 
produce him to controvert the claim of the 
workman. 

18. Therefore in my view prima facie the burden lies 
on the workman to prove that he has worked for 
240 days or more in one calendar year preceding 
the date of termination. 

19. Claimant has filed a number of rulings viz- 

1. 2010 (I) see (L&S) Director Fisheries Terminal 
Department versus Bhikubhai Meghajibhai 
Chavda. 

Z 2000 (84) FLR 3 SC Hardwari Lai versus State of 
UP. 

3. 2005 (106) FLR381 Allahabad High Court, U.P. 
Power Corporation Limited and others versus 
P.O. Labour Court Gorakhpur. 

4. 2007 (114) FLR 38 Delhi High Court, Rameshwar 
Dayal versus P. O. Labour Court Delhi. 

20. I have gone through the principles laid down by 
Hon Apex Court and High Court respectively. 
But as 1 have stated earlier the claimant at the 
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initial stage has to stand upon his own legs. 
When the claimant has filed documents and the 
documents does not appear to be genuine then 
no cognizance can be taken over these 
documents. Statement given by W.W. 1 does 
inspire confidence. Evidence has to be read as a 
whole and the claimant could not be allowed to 
take the benefit for the ignorance shown by 
M.W.l in his statement More so when this is a 
case of the year 1987-88 and the claimant has 
raised the dispute before the ALC in 1998 and 
the reference has been made in the year 2000. 
The opposite party contended that it is quite 
difficult to keep the record of the year 87-88 of 
any daily wagers unless it is required 
somewhere. 

21. Opposite party has also produced rulings viz.- 

1. 2006(110)FLR211 SC NFL and others versus 
Somvir Singh. 

2. SC SLP (C. No 7957 of 96) dated 26-3-97 between 
Himanshu Kumar Vidyarthi versus State of 
Bihar. 

22 . In this case there was a termination of service of 
a daily wager and temporary employee. It was 
held that he has no right to the post. His 
disengagement was held not arbitrary. His case 
cannot be treated under the I.D. Act. 


23. In this case the employees were not appointed 
in accordance with the rules but were engaged 
on the basis of need of work. They were working 
on daily wages. Under these citcumstances the 
Hon’ble Apex Court held that their disengage¬ 
ment of service cannot be construed to be a 
retrenchment under the I.D. Act, 


24. Therefore, considering the princiles laid down 
by Hon’ble Apex Court, and the facts, evidence 
and circumstances of the case, the claimant has 
not been able to prove his case. 

25. Therefore, reference is decided against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party that 
the claimant is not entitled for any relief as 
claimed by him in his claim statement, accordingly 
his claim is rejected. 

ram PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
^^^,22 2010 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S*0. 1005.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 194/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Superintendent of Posts and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-3-2010. 

[No, L^OO 12/57/99-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, KANPUR. 

Industrial Dispute No. 194 of 1999 

BETWEEN 

Sh. Aditya Kumar Gupta 
C/o Lalta Prasad Vajpayee, 

181-C, Shastri Nagar, 

Kanpur. 

And 

Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Postal Department, 

Farrukhabad, 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government MOL New Delhi vide 
notification no. L-40012/57/99 IR(DU) dated 
3-8-99 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal. 

2 Whether the action of the Superintendent of 
Post Office, Department of Posts, Farrukhabad 
and Sri Aditya Kumar Gupta, Post Master (Dak 
Pal) is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled ? 

3. Brief facts are that the claimant Sri Aditya Kumar 
Gupta has filed this claim statement making a 
ppyer that he should be reinstated with all 
consequential benefits. 

4. It is stated that he was appointed by the opposite 
party on 3-2-93 on the post of Dak pal. He 
continued to work till 30-9-97 but he was 
discharged on 1-10-97. He stated that while 
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removing he was not served with any notice 
and paid any retr^hment compensation and 
therefore, the opposite party has committed the 
breach of the provisions of Section 25F of the 
Act. 

5. Opposite party in its written statement stated 
that the claimant was given charge by the then 
Sub Post Master in an irregular way and the 
claimant worked unauthorizedly til! 
4-11-97 (forenoon) but he was removed in the 
compliance of judgment passed by the CAT on 
4-11-97. It is also stated that the claimant has 
filed a writ in the Hon’ble High Court and the 
writ is pending and prayed that the claim be 
rejected. 

6 . Claimant has also filed the rejoinder vide paper 
no. 13/1-13/2, 

7. Claimant has filed three documents vide list 
10/1 dated 23-3-01. These are all photocopies. 

8 . Opposite party has filed two documents vide 
list 8/1 dated 10-8-01. One is the copy of the 
judgment of the CAT and other is the 
photocopy of the appointment, 

9 . Claimant has adduced himself as a witness 
W.W. I Sri Aditya Kumar Gupta. No other 
evidence has been given by either of the parties. 

10 . 1 have gone through the facts, evidence and 
perused the record. 

11 . During argument none appeared on behalf of 
the opposite party. 

12. Government of India send the reference as 
follows:— 

13. Whether the action of the superintendent of 
Post of Office, Department of Post, Farrukhabad 
and Sri Aditya Kumar Gupta Post Master is legal 
and justified. 

14. On a plain reading of this reference it appears 
that the present reference order is absolutely 
vague. It has not been shown as to in what 
context the present reference order has been 
made by Central Government, The claimant has 
been shown in the capacity of the management, 
therefore, it is difficult to decide such a reference 
as such the present reference is left unanswered 
in the facts and circumstances disclosed 
hereinabove. 

Date: 10-3-10 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
22 2010 
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[U 1551-40012/354/2000-311^3^ {^)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S.O. 1006.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 180/ 
2000) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Lucknow as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-03-2010. 

[No. L40012/354/2000-IR(DU)l 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW. 

Present: N. K. PUROHIT, PRESIDING OFnCER 

Industrial Dispute No. 180 of2000 

Ref. Na L- 40012/354/2000-lR(DU) dated: 31-10-2000 

BETWEEN 

The State Divisional Secretary, 

Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh, Uttar pradesh 
2, Navin Market 

Kanpur (U.P.) 208001 

And 

The District Manager, 

Door Sanchar 

Mathura (U.P.) 281001 

AWARD 

Dated 10-3-2010 

1. By order No. L.40012/354/2000.IR (DU) 
dated: 31-10-2000 the Central Government in the Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi in exercise of powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section {1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) referred 
this industrial dispute between the State Divisional 
Secretary, Bhartiya Mazdoor Sangh, Uttar pradesh, 2, Navin 
Market, Kanpur (U.P.) and the Distirict Manager, Door 
Sanchar, Mathura for adjudication. 

2 The terms of reference under adjudication are 

as under; 
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“Whether the action of the management of District 
Manager, Door Sanchar in not regularising the 
services of Sh. Devcndra Tewari w. e. f. 1-10-1997 
and subsequently terminating his services w. e. f 
14-1 -2000 is justified? If no, what relief the workman 
is entitiled?” 

3. The case of the workman’s union in brief, is that is 
the workman Devendera Tewari was appointed by Sub- 
Divisional Officer, Telecom, Mathura w.eT. 1-10-1997 and 
since then he worked continuously, for 14 hours every 
day, with opposite party and he was paid Rs. 1500 as 
wages on montly basis, after signing on voucher. It has 
been submiited by the woikman’s union that it raised a 
dispute before Asstt. Labour Commissioner (Central) 
Kanpur for regularizing the services of the workman w.e,f 
1 -10-1997 and to provide him consequential benefits at par 
with other regular employees at which the opposite party 
terminated his services w.e. f 14-1-2000 by oral order in 
contravention to the provisions contained in Section 33 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The workman’s union 
has submitted that the workman has worked for 240 days 
in every cal and ar year, therefore, termination of his services 
without and notice or retrenchment compensation invites 
violation of Section 25-F of the 1. D. Act, and accordingly, 
it has prayed that the oral termination order of the workman 
be declared unfair and illegal and he be reinstated with 
continuity in services and other consequential 
benefitsjncluding back wages It has further prayed that 
the services of the workman be regularized w.e.f. 1-10-1997 
with consequential benefits, 

4. The opposite party has disputed the claim of the 
workman’s union by filing its written statement wherein it 
has submitted that the workman, Devendra Tewari was 
never appointed as casual labour as there is ban on 
engagement of casual labour w.e.f 31 -03-1985, therefore, 
there arise no question of disengaging his services at any 
point of time, rather his services were availed by the 
depanment on purely contract basis, through a Contractor, 
on one time payment and he was never been paid that 
since the workman worked for certain period only on purely 
contract basis, therefore, he is not entitled to service 
benefits at par with the regular employees and accordingly 
it has prayed that the claim of the workman’s union be 
rejected without any relief to the workman concerned, 

5. The workman’s union has filed rejoinder whereby 
it has only reiterated his averments in the statment of claim 
and has npt introduced any new fact. 

6. The parties have filed documentary evidence in 
support of their respective cases. The workman’s union 
examined workman whereas the opposite party examined 
Sh. R. N, Sharma, SDO(Phones) and Sh. N. S. Chaudhari, 
DE in support of their respective stands. Both the parties 
have filed their written arguments apart from forwarding 
oral submissions. 


7. Heard the learned representative of both the 
parties and scanned the entire material on reocrd, 

8. The learned representative on behalf of the 
workman has submitted that the workman had worked for 
the period 1-10-1997 to 14 - 1-1999 as casual worker but his 
services have been terminated without giving any notice, 
during pendency of industrial dispute before ALC (Central), 
Kanpur. He has further submitted that the manangement 
has not denied the facts mentioned in para 6 and 8 of the 
statement of claim wherein it has been pleaded that since 
I-IO- 1997, the workman was continuously working as 
casual worker The management witness Sh. R. N. Sharma 
has admitted this fact that workman had worked even after 
30-11-1998 & also admitted that he had worked upto 
13-11-2000. The management has not adduced any evidence 
regarding alleged engagement of the workman on contract 
basis through contractor Sh. Vijay Yadav, Further 
management witness Sh. R. N. Sharma has also admitted 
that payment to contractor is made after submission of bill 
and contractor used to pay to the labours. He has also 
submitted that inspite of directions given by the Tribunal 
on 03-12-2001 the management did not produce original 
documents that were in their power and possession 
therefore adverse inference should be drawn. In support 
of contentions raised by him he has placed reliance on 
following case laws; 

1. (2008 (117) FLR 1191) Sita Ram and others vs. 
Motilal Nehru Farmers Training Institute. 

2. (2005 (104) FLR 462) M. Kasturi and Senior 
Deputy Director General, BSNL, New Delhi & 
others. 

3. (2007 (115) FLR 36) Telecom District Manager 
and Raj Kumar and another. 

4. (2008 (118) FLR 913) Management of Food 
Corporation of India, Balasore and Sri Narayan 
Raul and others. 

5. (2008 (116) FLR 1046) Union of India and 
Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur Nagar and 
another. 

6 . (2008 (117) FLR390) Kamlakar and Joint Director 
(Sugar) Corporation and another. 

7. (2006 (108) FLR 592) Sonepat Co-operative Sugar 
Mills Ltd. and Rakesh Kumar. 

8. (2008 (116) FLR 1172) U.P. State Electricity Boaid 
and Pooran Chandra Pandey and others. 

9. (2008 (118) FLR 942) General Manager, ONGC, 
Silchar and ONGC Contractual workers union. 

10. (2006 (116) FLR 1031) Life Insurance Corporation 
of India and another and Kailas Nath and 
others. 


.. "■ 
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9. Per contra, the learned representative on behalf 
of the management has submitted that the workman was 
engaged as casual labour through contractor to assist 
Sh. G. S. Twwari employee of the department who was also 
relative of the workman. There is nothing on record that 
applicant was appointed by any authorized person. He has 
further contended that ACG- 17 forms are being used for 
payment of miscellaneous expenses only. The workman has 
not made clear that if he had appointed by the department 
on the permanent vacant post then why he was accepting 
the payment on the voucher of miscellaneous expenses. 
The workman was never appointed, as casual labaours as 
there was ban on engagement of casual labours therefore, 
there arise no question of disengaging his services. The 
workman had worked only for certain period on purely 
contract basis and one time payment were made to him for 
,a certain period . There is no post of permanent nature of 
alleged work. He has also submitted that the reply of the 
management as a whole is to be read and only on the basis 
of the reply para 6 & 8 , no inference can be drawn that 
mangement has admiited the alleged facts. The photocopies 
of the documnents filed with affidavit on 9-02-2002 are not 
genuine and also not been singed by any authority of the 
opposite party. Even in the oral evidence also the same 
was not proved as secondary evidence. 

10 . I have given my thoughtful consideration on the 
rival submission of both the sides and case laws submitted 
in support of their contention. 

11. In [2008 (117)FLR 1191] SCCHon’ble Apex 
Court has observed that under Section 25-F of I. D. Act, 
the workman has to prove that he has worked for more 
than 240 days in preceding 12 months & burden to prove is 
on the workman. In [2008 (108)FLR 592] workman was 
employement on daily wage basis and had worked for more 
than 240 days in a period of one year prior to his termination 
Hon’ble Apex Court observed that termination without 
notice., notice pay and retrenchment compensation is in 
violation of Section 25-F In [2008 (119)FLR 942] SCC 
Hob’ble Apex Court has observed that Tribunal may lift 
the veil so as to determine the nature of the employment 
and the dispute between the parties. In [2008 (108)FLR 
398] SCC the workman was employment on part time basis 
Hon’ble Apex Court has observed that even part time 
workman is covered by Section 2(s) and is entitled to benefit 
of continuous service if he fulfil specific conditions of 
Section 2(s) and 25B Ihe shall be entitiled to Section 25F as 
well. In 2005 (104) FLR 462 the matter was pertaining to 
casual labours to Department of Telecom Hon’ble Andhra 
Predesh High Court observed that temporary statues had 
to be conferred on casual labours who were in employment 
as on the date of the commencement of 1989 scheme and 
who had completed 240 days of work by the relevant date 
as required by the scheme. In other case laws referred by 
the learned representative the above legal proposition have 
been reiterated. 

1223 G1.M 0—9 


12. This legal position is not disputed that if a 
workman had worked for atleast 240 days in preceeding 12 
months from the date of his alleged termination, his services 
can not be terminated without complying with the provision 
of Section 25-F of the I. D. Act which are imperative in 
nature and in case the termination is found to be invalid 
and in violation of the statutory provision of Section 25-F 
of the I.D. Act, the termination would be void-ab initio. 

13. In the light of above legal position we have to 
see whether workman had worked for more than 240 days 
preceding 13 months from the date of his alleged termination 
and whether his services have been terminated in violation 
of Section 25-F of the I.D. Act, 

14. The workman Devendra Tewari has stated that 
he was appointed on 01 -10-1997 by Sub-Divisional Officer, 
Door Sanchar, Mathura and he was paid Rs, 1500 per month 
as salary after obtaining his signature on the vouchers. He 
has further stated that the work of voltage checking, 
transfer of telephone connection, maintenance 
of cut over register, obtaining new telephone sets and other 
work for new connections, and operating generator was 
used to be taken from him. He has further stated that when 
he raised industrial dispute before Assitt. Labour 
Commissioner (C) Kanpur through union on 29-12-1999 for 
regularization and equal pay as given to other regular 
employees, he was disengaged on 14-01-2000 by oral orders. 
He has fiirther stated that he had worked for more than 240 
days against vacant and permanent post. In support of his 
statement photo copies of following documents have also 
been submitted. 

I. 1. D. application before ALC (Central) 

Kanpur dated 29-12-1999. 

2 Reply of management in above noted I. D, 

3. Rejoinder statement filed by workman/union in 
above noted case dt. 24-2-2000. 

4. F.O.C. dt. 19-7-2000 of ALC (Central) Kanpur, 

5. Certificate issued by ITI Gonda in trade fitter, 

6 . Photograph on the occasion of Indendendence 
Day 1999 celebrated at Krishna Nagar Telephone 
Exchange, Mathura. 

7. Letter of appointment dt. 01-10-1997 issued by 
SDO Phones, Mathura. 

8 . Experience certificate dt. 14-01 -2000 said to be 
issued by SDO, Phones. 

9. PG register for the period 5-03-1998 to 
11-06-1999. 

10. From 144-99to 14-1-2000 

II. Battery register 17-11-98 to 9-1-2000. 



1948 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIArAPRIL 17. 2010/GHAITRA 27,1932 


12. Cut over register from 3-10-1991 to 
14-10-1991. 

13. Attendance register fix>m 01-10-1997 to 19-08- 
1999 for the period 8-9-99 to 7-9-99, 18-*8-99 

to 1-1-99 

14. For the other over staff 

The management filed affidavits m 
Sh.N.S.ChoudharyandSh. R.N. Sharmawherein 
they have stated that the alleged certificate dated 
1-10-1997 & 14-01-2000 said to be given by them 
respectively are forged and no such certificates 
were ever given by them to the workman and the 
certificates do not bear their signatures. 

16. The management witness Sh. N.S. Choudhary has 
stated in his cross-examination that workman's 
brother-in-law Sh. G.S. Tewari was working in the 
department \^o made a request for a labour to 
assist him therefore, he told him to engage some 
labour from the market. As regards photocopies 
of the documents submitted by the workman he 
has shown his inability to comments in absence 
of original documents. 

17. The management witness Sh. R.N. Sharma has 
stated that he was working in Krishna Nagar 
Exchange since 23-11-1998 and during his period 
the workman had worked only for the period 
23-11-1998 to 30-11 -1998 but he has admitted that 
the workman had worked even after 30-11-1998 
on contract basis and he has also admitted that 
the workman had worked upto 31-1 -2000. He has 
further admitted that a letter dated 
08-10-1999 addressed to ITI Ltd., Mankapur to 
handover some goods for exchange to the bearer 
of the letter i.e. Sh. Devendra Tewari was given 
by him. He has further stated that the contractor 
Sh. Vijay Yadav had engaged the workman 
Sh. Devendra Tewari as contract labour. He has 
also stated that the name of the workman is not 
mentioned in the attendance register maintained 
in the office. The photocopy of the said register 
has also been produced in support of his 
statement. 

18. It is pertinent to mention that in para 6 ofthe claim 
statement the union has pleaded as under ; 

^ ^ ^ WT t 3^ ^ ^ UPdtjKl 
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19. The union has fiirther pleaded in para 8 as under; 
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20. In stead of denying the above contentions of the 
union the management of Door Sanchar has only 
pleaded that para 6 and 8 needs no comments. In 
absence of any specific denial it may be presumed 
that above facts have been impliedly admitted by 
the management. It is also pertinent to mention 
that vide application dated 16-11 -2001 union made 
an request for summoning 7 original documents 
mentioned therein in support of its case and vide 
order dated 03-12-2001 considering the documents 
relevant to decide the issues involved in the 
matter, direction were given to the management 
to produce the same but upon perusal of the 
record it appears that only a photo copy of 
attendance register for the period 1-09-1997 to 
Dec. 1998 was produced. As regards other 
documents it was stated that other documents 
are not available as the same are not maintained 
by the department but no affidavit has been filed 
in support of this contention. It appears that the 
management has withheld the best evidence. The 
workman has produced photo copies of the PG 
register docket. Battery Register^cut over register, 
General Register. In view of the nature of 
documents it can not be said that above 
documents are not maintained by the department 
and they were not in power and possession of 
the department. Further the management witness 
Sh. R.N. Sharma has stated that original record is 
available in the office of General Manager, 
Telecom, Mathura. Since the documents, which 
were in power & possession of the management 
had not been produced despite directions, it may 
be presumed that it would have gone against the 
contentions of the management. 

21. The workman has stated that he had worked under 
the employer for the period 1-10-1997 to 

13- 01-2000 and his services were terminated on 

14- 01-2000 by oral order without any prior notice 
or retrenchment compensation under Section 
25-F of the I.D. Act. The management witness 
Sh. N.S. Choudhary and Sh, R.N. Shai*ma has 
submitted their affidavits only in respect ot alleged 
certificate dated 1-10-1997 and 14-01-2000 
respectively wherein they have stated that said 
documents are forged and they do not bear their 
signature but they have not specifically denied 
this fact that the workman had not worked as 
casual labour from 01-10-1997 to 3-01-2000. 
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Sb. R.N. Shama has stated that he is working in 
Telephone Exchange, Krishna Nagar since 
23*11-1998 and during his tenure the workman 
had worked only for the period 23-1 1-1998 to 
30-11-1998 but he has admitted that letter dated 
08-10-1999 addressed to ITI Ltd., Mankapur for 
handing over certain equipments to the workman 
was given by him as he was going to that place 
therefore, he handed over to him but the worionan 
was not working under him on 08-10-1999. This 
statement is not believable that the workman was 
not working in the department despite this he 
handed over official letter for issuing certain 
equipment to Devendra Tewari. His statement 
rather forti^es the version of the workman that he 
was working as casual labour from 01-10-1997 to 
13-01-2000. The management witness Sh. R.N. 
Sharma has himself admitted this fact in his cross- 
examination. He has stated as under; 

w ^ 30-11-1998 ^ ^ 

13-01-2000 l" 

It is evident from above statement that the 
workman had worked from 30-11-1998 to 
13-01 -2000 in the office of SDO, Telecom. 

22. Thus, the question which survives for 
consideration is whether the workman was 
working as casual labour for the said period or as 
a contract labour. 

23. The management has not adduced any 
documentary evidence on, the basis of which it 
can be inferred that any contract for supply labour 
was given to contractor Sh. Vijay Yadav. To 
establish this fact that the workman was working 
as contract labour the management has produced 
photo copies of voucher exhibits M 1 to M8. 
original vouchers has not been produced, but the 
workman in his cross-examination has admitted 
his signatures on the said vouchers. Upon perusal 
of the above documents Ex.M 1 and M8 it is 
evident that payment of wages for the period 
Dec. 1997, Jan. 1998, Feb. 1998, April 1998, May 
1998, August 1998, Sept. 1998 and Oct. 1998 have 
been made through ACG-17 vouchers which 
according to management are for misc. payments. 
These payments have been made by the SDO, 
Telephone, Exchange, Krishna Nagar but name 
of the contractor is not mentioned and out of above 
8 vouchers only on one voucher for the month of 
May 1998 is written In Hindi “Tekhey par kaiya 
kiya” just before the signature of the worker the 
workman has denied in cross-examination that this 
line was written by him. Further, the management 


witness Sh. N .$. Choudhaiy has stated in his 
eross-examiiudlon as under: 

^ yRiR w t allr sPns? 

'BRi ’gntTR i^rtn '^ntn 11" 

24. According to above statement the payment for 
labour contractor was used to be made to the contractor 
on submission of his bills. From Ex,M-l to M8 it is also 
evident that payment had been directly made by the SDO, 
Krishna Nagar Telephone Exchange to the workman not 
by the contractor. Therefore, the management version that 
workman was working, as contract labour through 
contractor Sh. Vijay Yadav is not believable. 

25. Thus on the basis of material on record it is evident 
that workman had worked for the period 
ON 10- 1997 to 13-0N2000 as casual labour and he had 
worked for more than 240 days and services have been 
disengaged 14-0N2000 and no notice or retrenchment 
compensation has been given at the time of disengagement 
of his services therefore, his disengagement was in violation 
of mandatory provision under Section 25 F of the I.D. Act. 

26. The union has contended that despite 
industrial dispute regarding termination of the services of 
the workman was raised before the ALC (C) Kanpur on 29- 
12-1999, the management has disengaged the services of 
the workman w.e.f. 14-01-2000 during pendency of the 
dispute but no such documentary evidence has been 
adduced to establish that industrial dispute was raised on 
29-12-1999 and summon was received by the management 
before 14-1-2000. Therefore, the union has failed to prove 
the violation of Section 25 . F of the I.D. Act. 

27. In view of the above discussion it is established 
that the workman had worked as casual labour for more than 
240 days during preceding 12 months from the date of alleged 
termination i.e. 14-01 -2000. It is also established that workman 
was been disengaged without complying with the provision 
of Section 25F of the I.D. Act, thus, the action of the 
management of Door Sanchar in terminating the services of 
Sh. Devendra Tewari is not justified and legal. 

28. In (2005) 5 see 591:205 See (L&S) 716 between 
Haryana Roadways V Rudhan Singh Hon'ble Apex eourt 
while considering the question regarding award of back 
wages has observed; 

'‘There is no rule of thumb in every case where the 
Industrial Tribunal gives a finding that the termination 
of service was in violation of Section 25F of the Act. 

entire back wages should be awarded. 

.However, : c IVngth > 

.cfvice rendered by a wc-xnian is ve*y tht 
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award of back wages for the complete period i.e. from 
the date of termination till the date of the award, 
which our experience shows is often quite large, 
would be wholly inappropriate. Another important 
factor, which required to be taken into consideration, 
is the nature of employment. A regular service, of 
permanent character cannot be compared to short or 
intermittent daily wage employment though it may 
be for 240 days in a calendar year.” 

29. In 2008 (119) FLR 877 Depak Ganpat Tan V. N£. 
Theater Pvt. Ltd. Hon’ble Bombay High Court relying on 
the Hon’ble Apex Court's judgment in 2008 (117) FLR 1086 
(SC) AP V.K. Brahmandandam 2008 (118), FLR 376 (SC) 
Telephone DM vs Keshab Deb 2006 (111) FLR 1178(SC) 
JDAV Ram Sahai, while awarding compensation to the 
concerned workman considering his daily wages & in view 
of the period of service, has observed; 

“It is apparent that termination of services of a daily 
wages does not amount to retrenchment and for 
violation of Section 25F in such circumstances, the 
employee cannot be given benefit of reinstatement 
with continuity and back wages. Hon’ble Apex Court 
has hold that in such circumstance employee is 
entitled to benefit of compensation only.*’ 

30.1n the light of principle laid down in 
aforementioned case laws and having regard to facts in 
present case that the workman was working only as casual 
labour, the nature of job, the period during which he had 
worked as casual labour, the amount of wages he was 
receiving at that time & entire facts and circumstances of 
the case, the ends of justice would meet by paying 
compensation to the workman instead and in place of relief 
of reinstatement in service. 

31. Since, the action of the management of Door 
Sanchar in disengaging the workman without complying 
the mandatory provision of Section 25F is not justified, the 
workman is entitled to get a sum of Rs. 15,000 (Rupees 
Fifteen Thousand Only) as compensation from the 
opposite party. The said amount should be paid to tho 
workman within 8 weeks from the date of publication of the 
award failing which the same shall carry interc.*:'. @ 8% per 
mnum. 

32. The reference under adjudic^^^ :.a is answered 
accordingly. 

33. Award as above. 

Luvkriow 

N. K. PLrR<^‘ T, Presiding Officer 

1^,22 ■it4, 20I0 

10- f. —1^ 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 'smr 17 M iltfeWR 


2, ^ (iM 

24/2002) ^ 51<+)irvid ^ ^ 

22-3-2010 ^ •aro liiri 

[^. l^?T-11012/6/2002-3nf 31R{#-I)] 
flcil 

New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 1007. — ^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
LabourCourt No. 2, Mumbai now asshown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s Pakistan International Airlines 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-3-2010. 

[No.L-1 I012/6/2002-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/24 of 2002 

Employers in Relation to the Management of Pakistan 
International Airlines 

The Manager, 

West and South India, 

Pakistan International Airlines, 

Mittal Tower, 44/45, B Wing, 4th Fir; 

Nariman Point, Mumbai'421021 First Party 

Versus 

Their Workmen 
The General Secretary, 

Pakistan International Airlines Employees Association, 
504, Shantivan Oberoi Complex, 

Behind Laxtni Industrial Estate, 

Link Road, Andheri (West), 

Bombay-40003. Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer; S/Shri Lancy D’Souza, 

Liaz Mohamed and Raniesh AM, 
Representati\'es 

For the Workmen : Mr. A. S. Peerzada, Advocate 
Date of reserving the Award: 17-11 -2009 
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Date of passing the Award : 29-1-2010 
AWARD 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under : 

1 . The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-11012/6/2002 dated 6th March, 2002 in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of Pakistan 
International Airlines, Mumbai in terminating the 
services of Ms. Renita Mathias and 18 others as per 
list legal and justified? If not, to what relief are the 
workman concerned entitled?*’ 

2. To support the subject-matter involved in the 
reference 2nd Party filed Statement of Claim at Exhibit 7. 
stating and contending that, the 2nd Party is the 
Association of the workmen working, with the 1 st Party at 
Mumbai and is registered and recognized by the 1 st Party. 
It is contended by the 2nd Party that, 1st Party is engaged 
in the business of Air Transport Services having its based 
so far as India is concerned, at New Delhi and Mumbai. It 
is contended by the 2nd Party that for the purpose of 
carrying out its business effectively, 1st Party employed 
more than 100 workmen at various places all over the world, 
however, so far places at New Delhi and Mumbai are 
concerned, it was engaging 19 and 21 workmen 
respectively. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, 
the 1 st Party has locked out illegally the workmen working 
at its offices at Mumbai and New Delhi under the guise of 
closure by illegally and arbitrarily terminated their services 
w.e.f. 16-1 -2002. It is contended by the 2nd party that, the 
present dispute is confined to the workmen employed by 
the 1st Party at Mumbai. It is contended by the 2nd party 
that, the 1 st Party was not happy with the legitimate trade 
Union activities of the Association and therefore it left no 
stone unturned to oust the Association from their 
establishment. It is contended by the 2nd party that, the 
service conditions of the workmen employed by the 1st 
Party at Mumbai were, as a matter of fact very poor and 
they were being paid salaries and other allowances at much 
lower rate than what was paid to the workmen employed 
with the other Airlines and the workers were being exploited 
since they were not members of any Union or Association 
prior to the Associations coming into existence by providing 
them with very poor service conditions. It is contended by 
the 2nd party that, the workmen were left with no other 
alternative but to work with such poor service conditions 
because sword of unemployment was hanging on their 
neck. It is contended by the 2nd party that, the workmen 
ultimately got united and decided to form an Association 
and accordingly they flouted an Association, the 2nd Party 
Association abovenamed in the year 1987 and got the same 


registered under the Trade Union Act, 1926 and tried hard 
to bring about fairly good service conditions so far as 
relates to their members employed at Mumbai and 
accordingly on 8-8-1988 submitted their Charter of 
Demands seeking change in the service conditions of the 
woikmen employed at Mumbai. It is contended by the 2nd 
Party that, the 1st Party, however, did not like the approach 
of the 2nd Party and did not even invite the Association 
for negotiations and deliberations on the aforesaid Charter 
of Demands. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, 1st 
Party instead of accepting the said demands of the 2nd 
Party unilaterally and arbitrarily decided the service 
conditions of the workmen by issuing a circular to that 
effect on 5th March, 1989. It is contended by the 2nd party 
that, after the expiry of the aforesaid period Association 
submitted their Charter of Demand for the subsequent 
period. It is contended by the 2nd party that, the 1 st Party, 
however, purposely and willfully with the malafide 
intention and oblique motive to avoid the intervention of 
the 2nd Party and to deprive its workmen of their right to 
claim better service conditions at par with the similarly 
placed Airlines, went on issuing circulars thereby finalizing 
the service conditions of the workmen unilaterally and 
arbitrarily without discussing the same with the 2nd Party. 
It is contended by the 2nd party that, thereby the 1 st Party 
wanted to see that the existence of the 2nd Party is totally 
ignored and/or they are not allowed to discuss even the 
matters pertaining to the service conditions of the workmen. 
It is contended by the 2nd party that, 1st Party issued 
subsequent circulars dated 25-4-1988 and 12th June, 1989. 
It is contended by the 2nd party that, the Association 
again submitted their fresh Charter of Demands to the 1 st 
Party for the subsequent period and the 1st Party for the 
first time called the 2nd Party to have the negotiations and 
deliberations in respect of the fresh Charter of Demands 
submitted by them and finally for the first time in the entire 
history of the 1st Party a Bipartite Settlement arrived at 
through mutual understanding negotiations and protracted 
deliberations on 12-2-1992. It is contended by the 2nd party 
that, in the said Settlement however, the 1st Party did not 
aceed the legitimate and reasonable demands of the 2nd 
Party of giving Dearness Allowances linked with Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) along with the wages to be paid to the 
workmen. It is contended by the 2nd party that, though the 
1st Party signed Bipartite Settlement with the 2nd Party it 
has not made any sincere attempt to bring about the service 
conditions of their workmen at par with the workmen 
employed with the similarly placed Airlines. 11 is contended 
by the 2nd party that, its demand in respect of Dearness 
Allowances linked with CPI was denied by the 1 st Party in 
spite of the 2nd Party’s insistence by giving them false 
assurance and hope that they would grant the said demand 
in the subsequent settlement,. It is contended by the 2nd 
party that, however, the 1st Party did not keep its promise 
even while signing the subsequent settlement dated 8th 
March, 1994 and 31st December, 1996. It is contended by 
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the 2nd party that, after the expiry of the aforesaid 
Settlement dated 31st December, 1996 it submitted fresh 
Charter of Demands dated 28th October, 1998 to the 1st 
Party. It is contended by the 2nd party that, since the 1st 
Party adopted non-co-operative attitude and did not made 
any effort to settle the reasonable and legitimate demands 
of the 2nd Party, 2nd Party was constrained to approach 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central), Mumbai with 
a request to admit their demand in conciliation It is 
contended by the 2nd party that, due to the intervention of 
the Conciliation officer a fairly good settlement providing 
better service conditions to the workmen including 
Dearness Allowance lined with the Consumer Price Index 
came to be signed during the conciliation proceedings held 
before the Conciliator on 13-1-1999. It is contended by the 
2nd party that, instead of implementing the said Settlement 
dated 13-1-1999 in its true letters and sprite” filed a Writ 
Petition No.2820 of 1999 thereby challenging the said 
Settlement, knowingfiilly well that it was signed by them 
voluntarily during the conciliation proceedings and the 
said Writ Petition came to be summarily dismissed at the 
time of admission by an order dated 24th December. 1999. 
It is contended by the 2nd party that, it is ex-facie clear that 
the 1st Party was not at all interested in providing better 
service conditions to its workmen and was only interested 
in exploiting them without respecting and abiding with the 
law of this land. 

3. It is further submitted by the 2nd Party that, the 
1st Party having failed from their aforesaid action of 
depriving the better terms of service conditions to the 
workmen, adopted a very novel method to get rid of the 
active members and the office bearers of the 2nd Party 
with malafide intention and oblique motive to penalize them 
for their legitimate Trade Union activities. It is contended 
by the 2nd party that, accordingly 1st Party introduced a 
new system of work which is known as SABRE without 
giving notice of change as contemplated under the 
provisions of the Section 9 A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. It is contended by the 2nd party that, the 
intention of introducing such advanced system of work 
of the 1st Party was that they wanted to get rid of some of 
the active members and the office bearers of the 
Association by terminating and/or retrenching them under 
the false pretext that in view of introduction of the SABRE 
their services were found to be redundant. It is contended 
by the 2nd party that the 1st Party before introducing 
such system or device did not even bother to consult or 
take into confidence the 2nd Party and thus the intention 
of the 1st Party in keeping the 2nd Party in dark was very 
obvious that, tiiey wanted some how by introducing the 
said system, services of active members and the office 
bearers of the Associ .^Hon are terminated. It is contended 
by the 1st Party that, nc 'sooner the 2nd Party came to 
know regarding the introduciion of the aforesaid systerij 
by the 1st Party they approached the izt Party b> tlieir 
letter dated 16th ApriL 2001 and called upon the 1 st Party 
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to withdraw the aforesaid illegal change. It is contended 
by the 1st Party that, it also placed on record that by the 
introduction of the Sabre per-se would not entitle them to 
retrench the services of any of the workmen, in as much as 
there are so many posts lying vacant since years together 
and the work pertaining to the said posts is being taken 
from the members of the 2nd Party in addition to their 
regular work without providing them any benefits or 
officiating allowances. It is contended by the 1st Party 
thaA, therefore it called upon the 1 si party not to terminate 
and/or retrench any of the workmen. It is contended by 
the 2nd Party that, it was having strong apprehension 
that, the 1st Party was exploiting the aforesaid situation 
and would terminate the services of the workmen under 
the guise of retrenchment and therefore they immediately 
approached the Regional Commissioner of Labour 
(Conciliation) by writing a letter dated 16th April, 2001 
requesting to admit their demand in the conciliation and 
direct 1st Party not to effect any change and also terminate 
the services of the workmen. It is contended by the 2nd 
Party that, 1st Party vide their letter dated 1 Ith May, 2001 
resisted the demand of the 2nd Party contending that, the 
scope of any proceedings under the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 does not permit consideration of any issue with 
regard to those persons which are outside the scope of 
workmen as defined under Section 2(s) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 2nd party further submitted that, the 
reason behind taking such excuses by the 1st party was 
to see to it that they terminate the services of the workmen, 
holding the aforesaid position, under the guise and false 
pretext that, they are not the workmen as defined under 
Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act. It is contended 
by the 2nd Party that, 1st Party did not dispute that, the 
introduction of SABRE is highly sophisticated and 
advanced system used internationally, it is contended by 
the 2nd Party that, the 2nd Party vide its letter dated 
19-6-2001 called upon the 1st party to specify the nature 
or duties performed by the workmen holding the afore 
positions and also placed on record that, the introduction 
of SABRE System being highly sophisticated and 
advanced system, it amounts to rationalization under item 
10 of Schedule IV ofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is 
contended by the 2nd Party that the 1st Party vide their 
letter dated 1 -9-2001 informed the 2nd party that Mr, Salim 
Janmjua and Mr. Khalid Gondekar are working as 
Passenger Sales Manager and Incharge of entire accounts 
section respectively and therefore they are not the 
workmen. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, the 2nd 
Party vide their letter dated 17-10-2001 informed the 
Conciliation Officer that, the 1st Party is totally wrong in 
putting the aforesaid workmen within the exclusive 
category of the workman and also placed on record that 
they are performing permanently and predominantly duties 
of clerical in nature and not exerr’^ ^ . -i.y 
and mai. TV - ,u ;*arty also placed before 

the Conciliation Officer alongwith their aforesaid letter 
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dated 17-10-2001, the various settlements governing the 
service conditions of the workmen which includes the 
aforesaid two posts. The 2nd Party therefore contended 
before the Conciliation Officer that, the aforesaid categories 
are the unionized categories and as such they are included 
in the various settlements and therefore 1st Party is 
estopped from raising such objections in respect of the 
same. It is contended by the 2nd Party that 1st. Party 
having realized that it is not at all justified in its action of 
introducing the change without giving notice of change 
and alleging that the aforesaid two posts do not fall within 
the definition of the workmen, agreed before the 
Conciliation Officer, during the conciliation proceedings 
held on 5-12-2001 that in view of the introduction of the 
SABRE no workman will be retrenched. It is contended by 
the 2nd Party that, in view of such undertaking given by 
the 1st party said conciliation proceedings was disposed 
of on 5-12-2001. 

4. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, the 1st 
party knowing fully well that, they will not be able to 
achieve their goal of terminating the services of the activist 
of the 2nd Party under the guise of retrenchjment, on 
account of introduction of SABRE therefore, 1st Party 
with malafide intention and oblique motive to penalize the 
2 nd party and its members stopped giving effect of the 
CPI Index from July, 2001, It is contended by the 2nd Party 
that, the Settlements dated 13-1-1999 which is causing 
problem to the 1st Party which can be seen from their 
conduct, provides at Clause 3(b) that, the 1st party is 
obliged to give percentage increase in the Consumer Price 
Index as declared by the Government for the last 12 months 
and should be added on to the last down basic wage of 
each workmen and should be paid to the workmen along 
with their wage of July for that year. 2nd Party further 
stated that, since there was a failure on the part of the 1st 
party to implement the said Clause of Settlement for the 
year 2001,2nd Party vide its letter dated 24-8-2001 called 
upon the 1 st party to implement the said Clause and not to 
commit breach of the said Settlement dated 13-1-1999, it is 
contended by the 2nd Party that, seeing no response from 
the 1st Party who was bend upon punishing victimizing 
and harassing the workmen, 2nd Party approached the 
Regional Commissioner of Labour (Conciliation) by writing 
a letter dated 5th September, 2001 bringing to his notice 
the aforesaid illegal change committed by the 1st party 
and requesting him to admit their demand in the 
conciliation. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, the 1st 
Party ultimately effected and implemented the said Clause 
by giving effect of the said CPI Index while effecting the 
payment of salary to the workmen for the month of 
September, 2001. 

5. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, the 1st 
Party with an intention to punish and victimize the workmen 
for the legitimate trade union activities and to teach a 
lesson to the members of the association and to create rift 


and split among the members transferred Mr. Shamin 
Ahmed from the Airport to the Mumbai office. It is 
contended by the 2nd Party that, the said transfer was ex- 
facie illegal and malafide in as much as it was issued to 
victimize and penalize Mr. Shamin Ahmed who was the 
then General Secretary of the Association and who was 
instrumental in signing the historical Bi-partite Settlement 
with the 1st party during his tenure as General Secretary. 
It is contended by the 2nd Party that, the said Mr. Shamin 
Ahmed was working as a Senior Traffic Supervisor at the 
Airport since last more than 22 years, whereas at the 
Mumbai office where he was transferred there was no post 
of Traffic supervisor or Senior Traffic Supervisor and 
therefore his transfer from the Airport to the Mumbai office 
by changing his nature of work and the service condition 
was per se bad in law, illegal and malafide and indirectly 
forcing them to give up their Trade Union activities and 
stop insisting upon the 1st Party to implement the 
Settlement of 1999. It is contended by the 2nd Party that, 
2nd Party was therefore constrained to espouse the cause 
of saivi Shamim Aiimed and the I st Party ultimately accepted 
its mistake and transferred Mr. Shamin Ahmed at the 
Airport. 

it is contended by the 2nd Party that, the 1st Party 
havin;^ failed ia 'heir attempt in pressuring and/or 
browbeating the ine nbers of the 2nd Party and terminating 
their services ur one or the other pretext, they ultimately 
aking undue advance of the situation terminated 
illegally the services of all the workmen under the guise 
and false pretext of closure of their business activities 
with effect from 16th January, 2001. 

6 . It is fvarier contended by the 2nd Party that, 
apprehending "he termination of the services of the 
workmen they approached tht Conciliation officer 
vide their letter dated 31 st December, 2001 requesting him 
to admit their demand in conciliation, in as much as the 
letter of termination were in offing and at any, point of 
time the services of the workmen will be terminated by the 
1st Party under the guise of closure. 2nd Party,therefore, 
request that, the workmen listed at Annexure to the order 
of Reference should be reinstated with all consequential 
benefits, full back wages and continuity of service w.e.f. 
17th January, 2002, 

7. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, the 
impugned action of the 1st Party in terminating the services 
of all the workmen abruptly, arbitrarily and illegally with 
effect from 16th January, 2002 is perse bad in law, illegal 
and amounts to vicitimization and as such it is required 
to be quashed and set aside. 

8 . It is contended by the 2nd Party that, on the basis 
of the demand dated 31-12-2001 submitted by the 2nd Party 
to the Conciliation Officer and on the same day notice was 
issued by the Conciliation officer to the 1st Party 
whereby the 1st Party was called upon to appear before 
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the Conciliation officer on 2nd January, 2002 at 3.00 p.m. 
and by die said notice dated 31-12-2001 Conciliation officer 
directed 1st Party to maintain status-quo in respect of the 
service conditions of the workmen. It is further contended 
by the 2nd Party that, on 2-1-2002 1st Party appeared and 
filed a letter dated 1-1-2002 and gave an undertaking to 
the Conciliation officer that, they are not going to take 
any action against any of the workmen on roll for the time 
being. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, during 
the Conciliation proceeding 1st Party submitted a letter 
dated 31-12-2001 written by the Director of Regulations 
and Information for Director General of Civil Aviation to 
the Manager, Northern and Eastern India of the 1st Parly 
contending that, due to Security Related Environment 
the approval granted to the Winter Schedule 2001-2002 
vide letter dated 25th October,2001by the Government of 
India,Civil Aviation Department has been withdrawn witli 
effect from 5th January, 2002. It is further contended by 
the 2nd Party that, however, the 1st Party in their said 
letter dated 1-1-2002 stated that, inspite of the aforesaid 
position they were hopefull that the normalcy would be 
restored and in such circumstances they have decided 
not to resort to any legal action for some time. It is further 
contended by the 2nd Party that, the Conciliation officer 
accordingly recorded the aforesaid Undertaking given by 
the 1st Party in the said proceedings . It is further 
contended by the 2nd Party that, the 2nd Party acquiring 
the knowledge that, the 1 st Party is preparing the grounds 
to terminate the services of the workmen under the guise 
of closure, once again vide its letter dated 8th 
January, 2002 approached the Conciliation officer and 
brought to his notice that, the 1st Party’s action of 
terminating the services of the workmen under the false 
pretext of closure would be bad in law and illegal and that 
the alleged closure is going to be affected by the 1 st Party 
will not be permanent and irrevocable closure looking at 
the facts and circumstances of the case, 2nd Party also 
mentioned in their said letter that although an undertaking 
was given by the 1st Party during the conciliation 
proceedings held on 2-1-2002 that, they would not 
terminate the services of the workmen, they are 
apprehending the termination of services and as such 
their demand should be admitted in conciliation and until 
such time the said demand is adjudicated upon the 1st 
Party may be directed not effect any change in the matter 
of their employment. It is further contended by the 2nd 
Party that, the Conciliation officer issued a Notice 
immediately on 8th January, 2002 itself to the 1st Party 
asking it to appear before him on 14th January, 2002 at 
4-00 p.m.with a view to bring about an amicable settlement 
of the dispute raised by the 2nd Party inviting the attention 
of the 1st Party to the obligations imposed under Section 
22( 1), 22(2) and 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It 
is further contended by the 2nd Party that, on 14-1 -2002, 
as decided a Conciliation proceeding was held before the 
Conciliation Officer wherein the management 


Representative made a statement that he has no 
instructions about the termination of services of the 
workmen and also about the closure. The Conciliation 
Officer accordingly recorded his statement in the 
proceeding and advised the 2nd Party and its office bearers 
who were present in the said proceedings that they should 
not be worried about the termination in view of the 
statement made by the Management Representatives . It 
is further contended by the 2nd Party that, thereafter 2nd 
Party was surprised to receive a copy of the Order dated 
21 -9-2001 issued by the Government of India, Ministry of 
Labour, through its Chief Secretary and in the said order 
it was mentioned that, the Charter of Demands submitted 
by the 2nd Party can be settled outside the Court and 
therefore the Regional Settlement Commissioner was 
directed to make one more attempt to resolve the aforesaid 
dispute pertaining to the Charter of Demands. In the said 
proceedings, the Conciliation Officer informed the parties 
concerned that the other dispute regarding the Charter of 
Demand based on the order of the Government of India, 
Minisirty of Labour dated 21-9-20G1 will be taken up in the 
conciliation proceedings in due course of time and the 
next date in respect of the same would be communicated 
to the parties concerned. 

9. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, the 
dispute pertaining to the Charter of Demands submitted 
by the 2nd Party on 11 -10-99 seeking revision in the service 
conditions of the workmen employed with the 1 st Party at 
Mumbai station for the period I st July, 1999 to 30th June, 
2001 could not be settled amicably during the Conciliation 
proceedings due to the non-cooperative attitude of the 
1st Party the 2nd party was constrained to approach the 
Regional Labour commissioner on 27th January, 2000 
requesting him to admit the said Charter of Demand in the 
Conciliation. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, 
thereafter the conciliatrion proceeding was held on 

22- 9-2000 wherein it was mutually decided that, the 2nd 
Party would submit a draft of settlement in the line it was 
agreed which will be signed and accordingly on 21-9-2000 
2nd Party submitted the draft settlement to the 1st Party. 
It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, however. I st 
Party went back to their words and refused to sign the 
settlement as agreed and refused to discuss with the 2nd 
Party. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, the 
Conciliation Officer seeing the attitude of the 1st party 
recorded the same and issued a failure report on 

23- 4-2001. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, in 
view of the said failure report submitted by the Conciliation 
Officer regarding the charter of Demands matter ought to 
have been referred to this Tribunal for adjudication upon 
the said demand and to pass the appropriate Award in 
respect thereof. It is further contended by the 2nd Party 
that, apprehending that, the 1st Party knowing fully well 
that they will not be in a position to terminate the services 
of the workmen in the circumstance where the Reference 
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is made to the Tribunal, thereby changing the service 
conditions of the workmen and tiierefore , they mislead 
the appropriate Government to remand back the said 
dispute to the Conciliation Officer instead of referring it to 
the Tribunal inspite of the fact that, there is no provision 
made under the Industrial Disputes Act to remand the 
dispute back to the Conciliation Officer. It is further 
contended by the 2nd Party that, thus it is ex-facie clear 
that, the 1st Party was very firm in getting rid off the 
workmen so that the compliance of the Settlement signed 
with the 2nd Party is not required to be made by giving 
them better service conditions. It is further contended by 
the 2nd Party that, the Charter of Demand dated 11-10-99 
submitted by the 2nd Party inter alia provides at Clause 19 
that the closure compensation should be paid to the 
workmen concerned at the rate of four months gross salary 
for each completed year of service. It is contended that, if 
such demand could have been granted by the Tribunal in 
the reference based on the failure report dated 23-4-2001, 
the 1st Party could have been made to effect the payment 
of closure compensation at the rate as stated hereinabove, 
instead of the party amount which they have paid by 
offering only three months wages to the workmen 
concerned. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, 
thus their said action is nothing but amounts to 
victimization of the workmen and also effecting an illegal 
change during the pendency of the Conciliation 
proceedings in respect of Charter of demands. It is further 
contended by the 2nd party that, admittedly 1st Party has 
not taken prior permission or approval from the 
Conciliation Officer before such change and therefore it is 
nothing but an illegal change in reach of the provisions of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

10. It is further contented by the 2nd Party that, 1st 
Party was aware about the fact that, the dispute pertaining 
to the apprehension of the termination of the workmen 
under the guise of the closure is already pending and 
subjudice before the Conciliation Officer and that, thay 
have made some commitments before the Conciliation 
Officer that, they would not be teminating the services of 
the workmen and yet they have proceeded to terminate 
the services of the workmen under the guise and false 
pretext of closure of their business activities. It is further 
contented by the 2nd party that, in this regard on 14-2- 
2002 during the conciliation proceedings Management's 
representative misrepresented Conciliation Officer that 
Mumbai office has no instructions pertainig to the closure 
and the termination of services of the workmen and yet 
immediately on the next date they prepared the letter of 
termination and issued the same to the concerned workmen 
on 16-1 -2002 when they went to report for their work. It is 
further contended by the 2nd Party that, it is well settled 
position of law that, the service conditions of the workmen 
concerned cover under the dispute should not be changed 
unless with the express permission of the appropriate 


authority or the Tribunal. It is further contended by the 
2nd Party that, in the present case, instead of taking any 
prior permission, the 1st party went on misrepresenting 
and misleading the Conciliation Officer to be live that they 
are not proceeding with the closure and/termination of 
the services of the workmen and thereby played a fraud 
on the 2nd Party as well as on the Conciliation Officer and 
therfore their action of terminating the services of the 
workmen with effect from 16th January, 2002 is per se bad 
in law, illegal and amounting to committing an illegal 
change, 

11. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, 
being aggrieved with the said illegal act of the 1 st Party of 
terminating the services of the workmen abruptly, 
arbitrarily and illegally by committing illegal change 
approached the Regional Labour Conunisioner, vide its 
letter dated! 6th January, 2002 by filing its Complaint under 
Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and the 
Regional Labour Commissioner, vide his Notice dated 
21-1-2002 called upon the 1st Party to attend the 
proceedings on 25-1-2002. However, 1st Party failed to 
attend the same and the Regional Labour Commissioner 
(C) was therefore pleased to record the failure. 

12. It is further contended by the 2nd Party that, the 
2 nd Party vide its letter dated 25-1-2002 protested the 
aforesaid illegal action of the 1st Party inter alia contending 
that, the termination of the services of the workmen during 
the pendency of the proceedings under the garb and false 
pretext of the closure is per se bad in law and illegal and 
informed its members to accept the said letters of 
termination under protest without prejudice to their rights 
and contentions and called upon the 1 st Party to withdraw 
the said illegal orders of terminations. It is further 
contended by the 2nd Party that, vide their latter dated 25- 
1-2002 it submitted a detailed justification of demand placed 
on record as to how the 1st Party has decided the 
Conciliation Officer and misled him and placed on record 
that, the 1st Party has under the guise of closure virtually 
locked out the workmen by contracting out the said work 
being performed by them to the outside source and 
recruiting the workmen on contract basis. 2nd Party also 
mentioned in detail and also provided the list of the 
persons doing the work in respective departments in 
respect of concerned workmen and contended that,the 
work is going on in full swing and that, the 1st Party is 
continuing its business activities from its office also with 
the help of M/s. Akbar Travels of India and Benzy Travels 
and their staff. It is further contended by the 2nd Party 
that, 1st Party that, the 1st Party vide its letter dated 
4-2-2002 in reply to the Complaint dated 16-1-2002 filed by 
the 2nd party under Section 33 A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 taken a totally contary stand alleging that the 
closure of business and operations had taken place on 
and with effect from 1-1-2002 in view of the directions 
issued by the Goverment of India. It is further contended 
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by the 1st Party in the aforesaid letter was an 
: riho\ ^hi and contrary to and inconsistent v/ith the 
..;: .\=en‘. 5 ?Tiade by them from time lo time during the 
: . proceedings. It is further contended by the 
2nc :'an; that, the very fact that, tlie workmen W'cre 
working untili 16th January 2002 ana he work was being 
dor't by them in full swing it does not lie in the mouth of 
S’bcge or claim that they ;;ave closed down 
the n -sy w.e.f 1-1-2002. 2nd Party states that, copy 
of the lehc j h-P ed 14-2-2002 was never supplied to the 2nd 
Par y for the best known to Ist Party. 2nd Paily 

states tliat, i craves leave to refer to and rely upon the 
evidence gahered by them in order to establish that the 
I St Parly w still doing its business activities with the help 
of outside ;cies and contact workers deployed by them 
CO get i:: . ork done of the concerned workmen. U is further 

contended b\ the 2nci party that, it vide its letter on loth 
Februaryy ^'•02 condemn the aforesaid illegal action of the 
F^arry and placed on record that, it is nothing but an 
illegal lock GUI effected by the 1st party depriving the 
workmen their right of work and right of livc!ihcni> 
further contended by the 2nd party that, the ; 
workmen by Uirir ieiter dated 16-2-2002 iivb ■ ■ ' 

Pariy that, they have encashed the chequ'- • ' . - i 

with the letter of temination withoiu prejedi x w ’h:;i 
and called upon rlic 1st Part) lift the ' ' ' 

forthwith and pro’diiCthem wurk instead ofgenirg v- 
hrongli the agencies ?nd .y- ner* 

COr^P'f-.! basi:' 

b. h is b'rther contended by the 2nd ParH That, the 
Failure Repor submitted by the Regior: P f :;F(>ur 
Commissioner dated 11-2-2002 vas received by I he 2nd 
Party on 16-2-2002 and after going through the said report 
2rid Party found certain irregularities in the same and 
therefore they vide their letter dated 18-2’'2002 plavced on 
record the irregularities and requested to correct such 
mistakes and subinit its report accordingly k) the Secjceiary, 
Govenunent of India Ministry^ of Labour 
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as much as the alleged action of closure cannot sai! rc 
be on account of unavoidable circumstances bev: t? /; 
control of the employer. The explanation gi vc’i; v ou said 
proviso at Clause (ii) makes it abundantly d -ai tha- an 
undertaking which is closed down by reasorss U'cvely oi 
the expiry of the period of the lease, or licence granted to 
it shall not be deemed to be closed down on account of 
unavoidable circumstances beyond the coniiol of the 
employer within the meaning of the proviso io die xkd 
sub-section. Thus the impugned action of the I st Pr - : y ol 
effecting the closure taking recourse to the provide riade 
under Section 25FFF (1) is totally erroneous and Ih . 
the action of the 1 st Party is per se bad in law, \\\^.yA irP- 
not sustainable in the eyes of law. 

15. It is further contended by the 2nd F-iri> that, d\e 
letter dated 31st December, 2001 issued by ihc Ouvru^y 
General of Civil Aviation of Government of India, Civi- 
Aviation Department as a matter of fact has been 'iiisucd 
and e.xploited by the 1st Party for their benefit ag;xiv-.; \l)?. 
interest of the workmen. It is further contended die d.ct 
Party that, the plain reading of the said itUci P 
31-12-2001 makes abundantly clear that, the pc vrif -siO': 
granted to write schedule 200! -2002 cf ! st efrei i v?: 
from 28-10-2001 to 30th March, 2002 is withdrjv.j, f n'- 
merely because such approval is withdrawn. -s - .d 
that, thus merely because such approval is wdri .d*.' v. v: c.'c 
1st party cannot and should not take recourse • > cGi :i 
drastic action oftaking away the livelihood of tiie vv : =; ;uri; 
by terminating their services under the gu!i.t ; 
inspite of the fact that, they have been conUi iU' : >• oo^iv. 
that work. It is further contended by the dno f ar . .na 
the alleged closure effected by the 1st Party iii ;i ••-it' - 
not a permanent and irrevocable closure auc ’ux ?- 
they were not ai all justified in term.inaling i' 
the workmen under the guise of closure by cjiTech * 
illegal lockout and 2nd Party therefore prayed r 
and set aside the order of termination dated LsrW i.-Unn.ry, 
2002 with directions to 1 st Party to reinstate me Vv>>; iuricr; 
listed at Annexure'A' to the order of Referencf; ir die 
services with all consequential benefits, co'riiTTi.d'. oi 
services with payment of full back wages * ,.\f 
17-1-2002 and interim orders in terms thereof 


14. ii is further contended by the ?nd Party P x. me 
provision made under Section 25'Xp-' of the [Ovi:.xuial 
Disputes Ac. 1947 in respect of Compens-?hoo U> be r3>d 
ID f-i case of closing dowx >: unuenakings, 

vusl : ! >p[:gatit5V* the 1st Party the ever- workmen 
xho has been in c^mrinous service for not less ihaii one 
car ;ri that ucdertaki ;g imnKdjately before sue? . ; 
hall, subject H) the orovisic- of sub-section (f j, he c lUhed 
0 notice an ce ipenscdon in arcordonce vviP: ; 
?rovvsiori oi Sectloit 25F, as if the workman had been 
eircnched. it is further contended by the 2nd Party that, 
:hus the rccourcc taken by the 1st Party to the • xvv-sw 
ipdoj said Section25rFF (1) istotail) erroneous m 


16. This is disputes by the 1st Part) by filing V\ 
Statement at Exhibit 9 at the outset stating and coi i- . x 
that, the Reference is not maintainable and p i) 
rejected, 

17. k lis contended by the Hi P^sv-y ‘ .r 
Association has a compostite merhCcrsa,.:= , : 0 . 1 ' 

r: -nc noii-wor-anen as well and as sucli i: p 
competent to raise any industrial dispute mxicr 1 
.Tovisiuns of the Industrial Disputes Aci i-fi " . 

.;ontended by the 1st Party that, 1st Party Compavy 
been directed to cease its operatior<ji- w.e.f ) i xxu: 
2002 bv'the Government of India, Ci. pi A vl;xk ix :pv> 

videoidersdated 3 Ist December,2001 and in view x? 
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closure of operations and consequent termination of 
services or its employees there cannot be any indu^iLr 
dispute c^nci as such the dispute raised by the 2nd pnnv 
does not partake the character of an industrial dispu c. o: 
is contended by the 1st Party that, the 2nd Pa^> Ijus ;i off 
admitted absolute closure of operations when there uot 
5 single pleading in the statement of claim to the effect 
that the Company had operated even a single flight on 
and i\ om 1 -1 -2002, It is contended by the 1 st Party that, it 
^ conipeiled to close its operations under the directions 
of the Central Government and in such circumstances the 
Centra! Government cannot refer the matter for 
adjudication, it is therefore, submitted by the 1st Party 
that, their reference is not maintainable in as much as the 
^appropriate Government cannot in one breth direct closure 
and in ariother refer the matter for adjudication of the 
legalit}^ and justifiability of the termination. 1st Party, 
therefore, prayed that, the maintainability of the reference 
viz. a. viz (b),(c) & (d) hereinabove be decided as a 
preliminaiy issue before embarking to decide the matter 
on Oiucr issijes which have been raised and pleaded by 
th- paiise^. 

! H, U is cciV-ended by the 1st Party that, as ::s name 
suggest s \l is engiiged in the business of air trar> ,oort and 
is a corporation established under the Pakistan 
internaticnnl Corporation Act, by the Federal Government 
of Fakisrau and so far India is concerned it has its office at 
Mumbai and Derai and the present dispute pertairis to tiie 
region in western and southern India, It is contended by 
ihe 1st Party that, in Western and Southern region ist 
Partv' employed about 19 employees and that out of 19 
employees, 2 employees were employed mainly in 
inanagerial a dmini strati ve/supervisory capacity and su 
rhe 2nd PariV cannot espouse the cause of such employ.;* 
as they are not the workmen within the meaning of Secuo^i 
2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. It is contendc' i 
by the 1st Party that, the wages and other conditions ^ 
services of its employees were much above the mininiiu 
wage level and compared with similar industries in th: 
region. It is contended by the 1st Party that, it has signec 
four Settierneiits with the 2nd Party in respect of the ser\ ice 
conditions of its employees. It is contended by the ist 
Party that, the 2nd Party submitted its last Charter of 
Demands dated 18-10-1999 which was admitted in 
conciliation and a failure report thereafter was sent to the 
appropriate Government. It is contended by the 1st Party 
that, earlier it had also introduced a highly sophisticated 
advanced reservations system ‘SABRE’ which was 
renowned and recognized internationally. It is contended 
by the 1 St F^arty that, that this system replaced the earlier 
system ‘repak’ which performed the functions of bookings, 
reservations, confirming seats etc. As the said ‘repak’ 
system was outdated 1 st Party with a view to keep pace 
with tlie rapid change in the technology, and more 
importantly to provide quick and better services to its 
customers decided to introduce ‘SABRE’ for its operations. 
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li contcuvied by the Ist Party that, h is twe; ci. ■ 
dm no oigunisation in todays times can cojituiu- 
with d wojfk process and it is in the interest of the 
ovcry change and adept itself to rhe 

kccymg in mbd the quality ofservice 
taar ;s to be rendered K: its cnsicmers. It is 

contended by the Ist Party that, while looking alier rhe 
interest of its customers/clients and to keep pjce with the 
competitive environment it also did not neglect the interest 
of employees ?>nd •d re; settlemeni dated 13-1-1999 signed 
in conciliation substanii'.vi increase in wages were given 
u. its employees with retrospecuve effeci. It is contended 
by the Ist Party that, as a result of the said settlement its 
employees got an increase of approximately about 80% 
over tiieir then existing salaries. It is therefore, contended 
by !he :. "'arty that, these facts would show beyond any 
doubt -n sr Party always looked after the interest of its 
empb^ 

19. It is contended by the 1st Party that, 
unfoilunately, vide order dated 31 -12-2001 the office of 
the Directorate cf Civil Aviation, Government of India vide 
leiterdated 31-12-2001 officially communicated to the 1st 
Party that, all the fights of the Company to India or flights 
flying over Indian territories should cease to operate on 
and from 1-1-2002. It is contended by the 1st Party'that, in 
view of the said directions and conditions of force-majeure, 
which were beyond the contro: of llic Company it was left 
with no other alternative b.o. lo cease its operations in 
India as directed by the Government of India. It is 
contended by the ist Party that, though it ceased and 
discontinued its operations as directed, did not discharge 
its employees immediately in the hope that nomialy would 
be restored and the orders prohibiting the operations of 
their flights would be revoked. It is contended by the 1st 
Party that, after waiting for a reasonable period and as 
there were no sign of any change in the situation Ist Party 
v/as left with no other alternative but to formally discharge 
its employees by terminating their services in view of the 
closure of operations with effect from 15th January, 2002 
and the affected workmen w'ere paid compensation as per 
provisions of Section 25 FFF( 1) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. It is further contended by the ist Party that, the 
decision to close down was taken by the Central 
Government and not by the Ist party and the act of 
termination was therefore Permises there a necessary 
consequence ofthe Order of closure. It is further contended 
by the 1st Party that, therefore in these cannot be any 
industrial dispute in as much as the industry' itself ceased 
to be exist pursuant to the directions issued by the Central 
Government, It is further contended by the 1 st Party that, 
that its action in terminating the services of its employee 
is fully legal and justified as a consequence of the 
directions of the Central Government itself to cease 
operations and as such the reference should be rejected. 

20. It is contended by the 1st Parly that, it is 
enagaged in the business of air transport services having 
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its network all over the world and as so far as India is 
concerned, it is having a strength of 17 and 19 at New 
Delhi and Mumbai respectively and it is denied by the 1st 
Party that it illegally locked out the workmen working at 
its officers in Mumbai and New Delhi under the guise of 
closure by illegally and arbitrarily terminating their services 
as alleged by the 2nd Party. It is further contended by the 
1st Party that, closure of Delhi operations is not a subject 
matter of present industrial dispute. However, the Orders 
of closure dated 31st December, 2002 issued by the 
Government of India applied to its New Delhi office 
as well as. 

21. It is denied by the 1 st Party that, it was not happy 
with the legitimate Trade Union activities as contended 
and alleged by 2nd Party and submit that, on the contrary 
it has signed several settlements with the 2nd Party in the 
matter of service conditions of its employees and in the 
last settlement dated 13-1- 1999 employees were given a 
very fabulous wage hike of about 80% of their then existing 
wages. 1st Party also denied that, the service conditions 
of the workmen were very poor and they were being paid 
salaries and other allowance at much lower rate than what 
was paid to the workmen employed with the other Airlines 
as alleged and contended. It is contended by the 1st Party 
that, the service conditons of the workmen were governed 
by the various settlements signed with the 2nd party itself. 
It is contended by the 1st Party that, having accepted the 
benefits given as per the settlement after and having signed 
the same 2nd Party cannot now turn around the and allege 
that the wages and service conditions of the workmen 
were poor and they were poor and they were being paid 
salaries and other allowance at much lower rate than what 
was paid to the workmen employed with the other Airlines 
as alleged and contended. It is further contended by the 
1st Party that, the service conditions of the workmen were 
governed by the various settlements signed with the 2nd 
Party Association and having accepted the benefits given 
as per the settlement after and having signed the same, 
the Association cannot now turn around and allege that 
the wages and service conditions of the workmen were 
poor. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, every 
settlement that has been signed with 2nd Party Association 
was done after due deliberations and negotiation with 2nd 
Party Association. It is further contended by the 1st Party 
that, any Union which speaks of itself the ‘watchdog' of 
the employees would sign a settlement without being called 
for negotiation and discussions. It is submitted by 1st 
Party that, in any way the issue of negotiation and 
settlements is not germane and in any way connected 
even remotely to the facts and circumstances of his 
reference which pertains to the Orders of closure dated 
31.12.2001 issued by the Central Government. 1st Party 
submits that the last settlement dated 13.1.1999 which was 
signed in conciliation granted fabulous increase in wages 
and allowances which was implemented by 1st Party in 
letter and spirit. 


22. 1st Party denied that, it adopted any method to 
get rid of any activities of the members of the office 
bearers as alleged. It is further contended by the 1st 
Party that, the system known as “SABRE" was 
implemented in place of the earlier outdated and outmoded 
reservation system known as “repak" which was 
introduced to facilitate its working and to provide better 
customer service. It is further contended by the 1 st Party 
that, service conditions of its employees were no way 
adversely affected by introduction of the said system 
and as such the question of giving a notice of change for 
the same under the provisions of Section 9A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act did not arise since none of the 
employees were terminated or retrenched in view of the 
introduction of said system. It is further contended by 
the 1st Party that, in so far as its functioning is 
concerned, it is not bound to discuss the same with the 
2nd Party Association and neither are any changes that 
may be decided to be introduced by the 1st Party, for its 
better working and for providing better services to its 
customers, would be subject to the concurrence/ 
acceptance of the 2nd Party. It is further contended by 
the 1st Party that, in fact the staff concerned working 
with of the'sabre' system were even sent to the Head 
office for the required training. It is further contended by 
the 1st Party that, the industrial dispute raised by the 
2nd Party in the matter of introduction of the said ‘sabre’ 
system was not even referred by the appropriate 
Government for adjudication, which fact itself shows that 
the introduction of the said system was for the benefit of 
the organization and the employees and not to their 
detriment. Ist Party further submitted that the issue 
relating to the introduction of said system has no 
relevancy to the facts of the present dispute in as much 
as the services of the employees listed in the order of 
reference have not been terminated on account of 
introduction of the said system but the same have been 
terminated in view of the directions of the Central 
Government whereby 1 st Party company was ordered to 
cease and close down its operations in India. 

23, 1st Party denied that, it stopped giving effect of 
the CPI Index from July, 2001 onwards as a measure of 
punishment and harassment to the 2nd Party Association 
and its members as alleged and submitted that, due to 
some unavoidable circumstances it was unable to give 
effect to the CPI Index in the month of July, 2001 and the 
same was rectified in the month of September, 2001. It is 
further contended by the 1st Party that, the deployment 
and redeployment of its workmen is required to be done 
as per the requirements of the management and in the best 
interest of organization and no employee can demand to 
be posted at a place of choice, and/or to be posted at a 
particular place permanently. 1st Party submitted that 
Mr.Shamim Ahmed’s transfer from Airport to Mumbai office 
was due to the exigencies of work and it is denied that his 
transfer was ex-facie illegal and malafide and/or that it was 
issued to victimize and penalize Mr. Shamim Ahmed. 
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1st Party denied that, the services of its employees were 
terminated illegally under the guise and false pretext of 
closure of their business activities w.e.f. 16-1-2002 as 
alleged. It is further contended by the 1 st Party that, it was 
compelled to close down its operations in view of the 
Central Government’s directives. It is submitted by the 
1st Party that, act of termination which was pursuant to 
the orders of the Central Government, if found illegal by 
the 2nd Party Association it ought to have challenged the 
orders of the Central Government or ought to have made 
at least an appeal to the Central Government which they 
have failed to do. It is further contended by the 1st Party 
that, the orders of the Centra! Government continued to 
bind to the 1st Party and also the workmen employed by 
it. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, the said 
Orders also cannot be a subject matter of adjudication in 
the refrence under Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, the 
closure is real and complete and till date the orders dated 
31-12-2001 have not been revoked or rescineded. It is further 
contended by the 1st Party that, it is not the intention of 
the legislature that the employer should continue its 
employees on rolls and also continue to pay them wages 
and other service conditions when the industry itself has 
ceased to exist as in the present case on the Orders of the 
Central Goverment. It is further contended by the 1st 
Party that, it cannot commence and continue its operations 
in India without the consent of the Central Government 
and such once the consent was withdrawn there is no 
way it could have continued its operations thereafter and 
the question of reinstatement of the workmen listed at 
Annexure to the Order of reference as demand by the 
Association does not arise. It is further contended by the 
1 st Party that, the services of the workmen were terminated 
pursuant to the order of closure issued by the Central 
Government which has not been challenged by the 2nd 
Party as illegal and bad in law either before this Tribunal 
or elsewhere and as such the question of victimization as 
alleged does not arise. 

24. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, 
pursuant to the notice issued by the Conciliation Officer it 
appeared before him on 2nd January, 2002 and apprised 
the Conciliation Officer of the factual position while 
placing before him the Orders issued by the Minishy of 
Civil Aviation, Government of India and inspite of the 
said Orders it did not take any action against the workmen 
for sometime in hope that normalcy would be restored. It 
is denied by the 1 st Party that, any undertaking was given 
that, the services of the employees would not be 
terminated. It is contended that, all that was stated, was 
for sometime no action would be taken as stated 
hereinabove. It is submitted by the 1 st Party that, it waited 
for about a fornight and since there was no sigh of 
normalcy being restored 1st Party had no option but to 
formally discharge the employees in accordance with the 
provision of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 


25. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, the 
dispute pertaining to the Charter of Demands is not 
relevant for the purpose of deciding the present reference 
and neither has the said dispute been referred to this 
Tribunal along with this reference or separately. It is 
submitted by the 1st Party drat, the question ofmaintaining 
status-quo of the service conditions and/or altering the 
same and/or effecting any other change would arise only 
in an industry which is running and/or existing and not in 
any industry which is closed. It is further contended by 
the 1 st Party that, in any case the provisions of Section 33 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947are not attracted in a case 
of an industry which is closed and has ceased to exist. It is 
further contended by the 1st Party that, the closure of 
Operation and consequent termination was on account of 
reasons beyond the control of the I st Party Company and 
as such the question of contravention of the provisions 
of Section 33 of the Act does not arise. Besides what 
Section 33 speaks of its taking permission horn appropriate 
Govemment/Conciliation Officer and in the present case 
the Orders of closure have been issued by the Central 
Government itself It is further contended by the 1 st Party 
that, once the Central Government itself directs closure of 
operations there is no question of the I st party requiring 
to take further permission from authority under the Central 
Government to effect termination which is a consequence 
of the Order of closure and 1st Party denied that, the action 
of the Company amounts to victimization as alleged and 
contended that the same is not in violation of the 
mandatory provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
1st Party denied that, any fraud has been played by it 
upon the 2nd Party Association and/or on the Conciliation 
Officer as alleged. It is further contended by the 1 st Party 
that, the judgment of the Supreme Court in the case of 
‘Lokmat ’ Newspaper has no application to the facts and 
circumstances of the present reference as it is concerning 
to an industry which was a running industry and the 
employees concerned therein were retrenched following 
the retionalization process adopted'by the employer which 
is not so in the present case. 

26. It is denied by the 1 st Party that, it has contracted 
out its work to outside sources by recruiting workmen on 
contracted basis as alleged and contended. It is further 
denied by the 1st Party that, it is continuing its business 
activities from its office with the help of Akbar Travel of 
India and Benzi Travels. 1st Party submits that its business 
is air transport and since no flights are allowed to take off 
and/or arrive at any of the airports in India the question of 
continuing its activities in India does not arise at all. It is 
contended that, far from operating its flights from India, 
the Company has been prohibited even from using this 
country’s airspace in respect of their flights taking off 
from else where outside India. It is denied by the I st Party 
that, it has declared an illegal lockout as alleged. It is further 
contended by the 1st Party that, it has paid its workmen 
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the legal dues to which they were entitled and the 
concerned workmen have received the same. It is further 
contended by the 1st Party that, since the closure was on 
account of unavoidable circumstances and beyond control 
of the employer the workman concerned were entitled for 
compensation in accordance with the proviso of Section 
25FFF(1) of the Act. It is contended that, the explanation 
at clause (iii) of the proviso thereof does not apply to the 
facts and circumstances of the present case and it is denied 
by the 1st Party that, its action is per se bad in law, illegal 
and not sustainable in the eyes of law as alleged by the 
2nd Party. 

27. It is denied by the 1st Party that, the letter dated 
31 St December, 2001 issued by the Director General, Civil 
Aviation,Goverment of India, is misused and exploited as 
alleged and contended. It is further contended by the 1st 
Party that, the Orders are very clear, unambiguous and in 
view of the same 1st Party had no other option but to 
comply with it. It is further contended by the 1st Party 
that, once the Orders have been passed directing it to 
cease its operations the question of continuing its 
employees on the rolls of the 1 st Party does not arise. It is 
contended that however, 1st Party still waited for about 
fomight in the hope that normalcy would be restored and 
the 1st Party would be given permission to restart its 
operations. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, 
the closure is real and bonaflde and the employees 
thereafter cannot insists that they should be continued 
on the rolls of the 1 st Party and paid wages from month to 
month. It is further contended by the 1st Party that, once 
the industry closes, the services of the workmen 
automatically come to an end. It is further contended by 
the 1 st Party that, the 2nd Party Association is not entitled 
to any of the reliefs as prayed for and the question of 
reinstating the workmen and allowing them to report on 
duty does not arise in view of the closure of operations in 
India under the Orders of the Central Government and 
when the final relief itself cannot be granted there is no 
question of granting any interim relief and pray that the 
Reference be rejected. 

28. Rejoinder is filed by the 2nd Party at Exhibit 10 
denying the averments and submissions made by the 1st 
Party in its Written Statement and narrated the same story 
as made out in the Statement of Claim. 

29. In view of the above Issue were framed by my 
Ld. Predecessor at Exhibit 12 which I answer as follows: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

1. Whether management proves that it 

has closed its operations as per the 
directions of the Central Government 
as averred in Writen statement para 
3(a),(b),(c)and(d)? Yes 

2. Whether the action of the Managment 


of Pakistan International Airlines, 

Mumbai in terminating the services 
of Ms.Renita Mathias and 16 others 
is legal and justified? Yes 

3. What relief the workmen are entitled? No relief 
4 Whether the Refrence is maintainable? No 

REASONS : 

ISSUE Nos. 1 TO 4 : 

30. By this refrence 2nd Party Union challengeu th- 
decesion of the 1st Party which close its activties which it. 
was doing in India through Mumbai and Delhi Airports 
1st Party is engaged in the business of Air transport 
service having its net work all over the world. It is case of 
the Union that, 1st Party Company is having its base so 
far India is concerned at New Delhi and Mumbai for which 
it employed more than 100 workmen at various places all 
over the world. It is case of the Union that, for Delhi and 
Mumbai 1st Party engaged 19 and 20 workmen 
respectively.According to 2nd Party Union, Company has 
locked out its business illegally and workmen working in 
Mumbai and Delhi were illegally terminated under the guise 
of closure. According to Union said closure is illegal and 
1st Party cannot terminate the services of these employees 

31. Whereas stand of the 1st Party is that, it took 
decision of closing business which it was doing in India 
through Mumbai and New Delhi by closing down its 
activities as per the directions given by the Government 
of India. It is their case that, since Government of India, 
Civil Aviation Department, did not permit 1st Party to 
activate its services through India in compliance there to, 
1 st Party had closed its activities in India and it is left with 
no other alternative but to terminate the services of 
workmen working at Mumbai and New Delhi. It is their 
case that, the decision was taken to abide the directions 
given by the Government of India, Civil Aviation 
Department vide orders issued by it by order dated 
31.12,2001 and as per that it has closed down its activities 
i.e. operation and consequent termination of services of 
the employees was done which cannot be challenged 
under the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
According to 1st Party, decision taken by it is just, proper 
and did not require to be interfered. 

32. To prove that 2nd Party placed reliance on the 
affidavit of Abu Razaak Shaikh filed at Exhibit 19 in lieu of 
examination-in-chief where he reproduced the entire 
conntentions taken by Union in Statement of Claim. He 
also whispered about formation of the Association of which 
he is the member and how it was formed and how it fight 
for the welfare of the members of the Association. He also 
referred about the Charter of Demands placed before 1 st 
party by letter dated 8.8.1988 and states that, the circular 
dated 5.3,1989 issued by the 1st party was arbitrary. He 
also alleges that, no weightage was given to the Charter 
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of Demands submitted by the 1 st Party. He states that, 1 st 
party just to bring pressure on the members of the 
Association took decision of termination as it was not 
liking any role played by the members of the Association 
which was trying to give benefits to its members. He also 
referred to settlement dated 12-2-1992 where allowances 
linked with Consumer Price Index (CPI) were prayed and 
tried to challenge the decision of the 1st Party under the 
guise of change of service conditions without following 
due proce^i*^ of law. He also referred to the settlement dated 
8-^1994 and 3-12-1996. He also referred to the fresh Charter 
of Demands dated 28-10-1996 submitted by the Association 
after expiry of the Settlement dated 31-12-1996. He also 
states that, 1 st Party did not give any co-operation to the 
said Charter of Demands dated 28-10-1998 and did not 
consider the welfare of the members of the Association. 
He referred to the decision of the 1st Party of introducing 
SABRE without issuance of notice of change knowing 
fully well that, in view of the introduction of such change, 
it will be illegal where workmen are going to be adversely 
affected. He referred to the protest lodged by the 
Association by letter dated 16-4-2001 against that circular 
and did not hesitate to mention that Policy of the 1st Party 
to harass the workers was in process as usual and was not 
leaving any opportunity to harass the workers and the 
members of the Association. He also referred to letter 
written by the Association dated 12-9-2001 and 
5-10-2001. He states that, the termination notice under the 
guide of closure is illegal and actually it is not due to 
closure of business. It is his case that, though there was a 
direction of the Government of India, Civil Aviation 
Department to close activities of 1st Party but it did not 
close down its activities as claimed. It is stated that, its 
business was going on and the work was got done through 
the contract workers. According to him, decision of 
termination of the 1st Party under the guise of closure of 
its activities terminating the services of the employees, 
involved in the reference, is illegal and it require to quash 
and set aside with directions to give benefit of back wages 
and continuity of service. In the cross this witness states 
that, ist Party has to operate its flight in India after taking 
approval of the Director General of Civil Aviation of the 
Government of India. He admits that, such approval was 
given on periodical basis. He admits that, such an approval 
was given lastly prior to termination under challenge which 
given upto 31 -3-2001. He admits that, page 200 produced 
with Exhibit 11 which is a letter o f Civil Aviation 
Department, Government of India by which directions were 
given to close its activities. He admits that, in December, 
2003 fresh approval was granted to 1st Party to operate its 
flights. He admits that, offer of employment was given to 
him on the same basis from which he was terminated by 
1st Party due to non-approval of business of 1 st Party by 
Government of India. He admits that, while taking him in 
the employment there was condition to withdraw reference. 
He admits that, though reference was not withdrawn he 


was taken in the employment and working with 1st Party. 
He admits that, Shamim Ahmed, Khalid Bondekar, were 
also asked to report on duty but they didnot report. He 
admits that, he was aware of the opportunity given to the 
above employees. He states that, he knows Mrs. Renita 
Mathais who joined on fresh offer given by the 1st Party. 
He states that, he did not know as to why she was 
terminated from the employment of the 1 st Party. He admits 
that she was also a member of the Association. He states 
that Mr. Salim Janjor was also offered to report. He states 
that, he has no idea why services of Salim Janjor were 
terminated. He admits that, he was also a member of the 
Association. He admits that, employees of PIA of 1 st Party 
are governed by Settlement. He states that, said 
Settlements are not-challanged anywhere. He admits that, 
there is increase in salary as per last Settlements entered 
in 1999 and there was fairly a good increase in emoluments 
of the employees. He admits that, M/s. Akbar Travels of 
India is a private Company having its office at Bombay. 
He admits that, it is doing business of ticketing for various 
air lines including 1st Party. He admits that, Benzy 
Traveling Agency also is doing same type of work of 
tickeing at Bombay. He states that, tickets purchase of 1st 
Party prior to 31-12-2001 were transferred toother air lines. 
He admits that, till fresh approval was granted from 
1-1-2002, neither any air craft landed in India nor took off 
from India. On that 2nd Party closed evidence and filed 
closing purshis at Exhibit 25. On that 1 st Party decided not 
to lead any oral evidence and field purshis at Exhibit 26. 

33. Heared at length the Advocates of both the sides. 
Perused the documents produced by the 1st Party with 
Exhibit 23and 2nd Party with Exhibit 11. 

34. Here subject matter of reference is of termination 
of the employees who are the members of the 2nd Party 
Association and who were working at Mumbai for 1st 
party. According to Association strength of the employees 
working in Mumbai was 21 and this Reference is field for 
them where 2nd Party prayed to reinstate them with benefit 
of continuity of service and back wages which is supported 
by 2nd Party’s sole witness who was examined by the 2nd 
party at Exhibit 19. If we peruse his deposition at the cost 
of repeat ion, where he states that, approval was given on 
periodical basis and last approval was upto 30-3-2002 and 
in December, 2003 fresh approval was given to 1st party. 
19 employees were terminated along with him. He admits 
that, offer of employment was given to him on the same 
post and terms and conditions as well as on same pay and 
allowances on which he was terminated by the 1st party. 
He states that, there was condition to withdraw the 
reference while taking him in the employment, however, 
though he is working refrence still survives. He admits 
that, Mr.Shamim Ahmed, Mr. Khalid Bandekar, 
Mr. Washim Pathan and Mr. Angre were also offered to 
report on duty but they did not. He admits that, Mrs. Renita 
Mathais joined on fresh offer. He states that, he has no 
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idea about the cause behind her termination by the 1st 
Party. Said witness also stated that, likewise Salim Janifor 
was also offered to report but he has no idea as to why his 
services were terminated. He admits that, Salim was the 
member of the Association. Said witness also admitted 
that, as per the last settlement of 1999 1st Party gave fair 
increase in the emoluments of the employees. He also 
states that, M/s, Akbar Travels of India and Benzy 
Travelling Agency are doing ticketing business of airlines. 
He admits that, tickets of the 1st Party issued prior to 
December, 2001 were transferred to other airlmes. He admits 
that, till fresh approval was granted from 1-1-’2002 no 
aircraft of 1 st Party landed in India nor took off from India. 

35. From this evidence and stand of the 2nd party’s 
sole witness it reveals that, most of them are taken back in 
the employment. So question of reinstatement of these 
employees does not arise. Besides it is revealed that, 
while taking them in the employment there was condition 
to withdraw the Reference but proceedings reveal that, 
reference still survives though some employees are in the 
employment before Reference was taken up for discussion. 
Besides it reveals that Akbar Travels of India and Benzy 
Travelling Agency were doing only ticketing business of 
all airlines including 1st Party which does not mean that, 
1st party was doing its regular business through M/s. 
Akbar Travels of India and Benzy Travelling Agaency of 
which much capital was made by the 2nd Party Association 
by spending number of pages in Claims Statement. 

36. Besides number of paragraphs are spend by the 
2nd party about the Charter of Demands, about approach 
of the 1st party towards the termination of the services of 
the employees of the 2nd Party Association and adamant 
attitude of the 1st Party towards the members of the 2nd 
Party Association. However, admission of the 2nd Party’s 
sole withess reveals that, as per last Settlement of 1999 
there was fairly good increase in the emoluments of the 
employees and terms and conditons of the employees 
working with the 1st Party are decided as per settlement 
and that the Settlement were not challenged anywhere 
reveals that, there is no force in the contintions of the 2nd 
Party that, 1 st party was engaged in unfair labour practices 
and was having adamant attitude against the interest of 
the employees or members of the Association. 

37. Besides 2nd Party did not point out any thing 
about illegal change or point out harassment or unfair 
labour practice on the point of termination taken place 
under the guise of stoppage of activites of Ist Party as per 
directions given by Govenunent of India. Civil Aviation 
Department which is not seriously challenged. Admittedly 
those are the directions of the Government of India on 
account of attack on Parliament House and in various other 
parts of our country. Said stoppage was there on account 
of security and safety of the citizens of this country. It 
was the decision of the Government of India. So said 
decision cannot be challenged before this Tribunal and 
even it is not the subject matter of the reference. As stated 
above, subject matter of the reference is of termination of 


the services of the employees as a result of stoppage of 
activities of the 1st party from Indian land. 

38. When Government of India, Civil Aviation 
Department directed 1st Party not to operate its activities 
and when it cannot utilize its services for transporting the 
customers from India through its airlines, how it can be 
said that it can do business? Besides when its activites 
were stopped by the Government of India, how it can be 
said that still 1st Party was doing business in India? No 
case is made out by the 2nd party that, even after stoppage 
of its activities 1st Party was doing its business through 
Akbar Travels of India and Benzy Travelling Agency. 
However, sole witness of the 2nd Party admits that Akbar 
Travels of India and Benzy Travelling Agency were doing 
only ticketing business of other airlines like airline of 1 st 
Party. However, he admits that, tickets which were 
purchased prior to 31-12-2001 were transferred to other 
airlines. When that is admission of the 2nd Party’s witness 
which reveals that, no business was done by 1st party 
after closing down its activities how it can be said that 1 st 
party was doing its business till it stopped its activities? 

39. In Statement of Claim while challenging the 
termination 2nd Party Union spent much pages and 
pleadings on tis activities, about its welfare activities, 
upgrading pay scales, conditions of service which, is not 
the subject matter of the Reference. In fact entire pleadings 
of the 2nd Party which it made by filing Claims Statement 
is nothing but beating ‘'around the bushes” and same 
cannot be considered at this stage. 

40. When 1 st party has very good reason to stop its 
activities and when it has stopped its activities there is no 
point in continuing the employment of the employees 
working for it in India particularly in Mumbai and Delhi, in 
that premises in my considered view said decision taken 
by the 1st party in terminating the services of the emplyees 
who are members of the 2nd party Association cannot be 
observed as illegal. When 1st Party has no permission to 
run its business, how it can business in India ? When it 
cannot run business in Indian without permission of the 
Government of India, how it can be compelled to continue 
with its activites and for it continue the employees working 
for it in India? On the contrary citation referred by the 
advocate for the 1st party published in FJR (66) 1985 page 
103 of Apex Court in the case of General Labour Union 
(Red Flat) Vs B.V. Chavan and ors, shows that, in such 
premises terminating services of employees during closure 
is a good decision and it cannot be said that it is deceive 
decision. Citation published in 1994IILLJ page 692 in the 
case of Mazdoor Congress and ors. Vs N. L. Bhalechandra 
and ors. where Bombay High Court observed that, action 
is legal where closure is declared, plant and machinery 
leased out. Here in the case at hand, letter was issued by 
the Government of India, Civil Aviation Department which 
is as good as debaring 1st Party from doing its activites 
on the floor of India which is equal to selling its machinery 
and not permitting it to use those with the help of emplyees. 
Even citation referred by 1st party’s advocate published 
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in 2008 III LLJ page 928 in the case of Agarwal Trades and 
Anr. vs Ankush M. Bhabal and Ors. where Bombay High 
Court observed that, closure of undertaking due to 
acquision of the premises and demolition of the factory is 
just and proper. Here same principle can be applied since 
1st party cannot continue its business activities due to 
the ban imposed by the Govemement of India, Civil 
Aviation Department. Besides citation referred by 1 st party 
publihsed in 2008 III CLR page 349 in the case cf Leelabai 
Shakaram Bhagwat and Ors. vs Shobha Industries does 
not distinguish between Section 25F (O) and 25 FFA. 
Citation referred by 1 st party published in 1960 Vol. IILU 
page 1 of Apex Court in the cae of Hathising Manufacturing 
Co. Ltd. & Ors. vs Union of India and ors. reveals that, 
when employer proposes to close its undertaking may 
serve notice of temlnation of employment otherwise if he 
fail to do so he will be liable to pay the wages for that. 
Here 1st party has done the same thing as it closed down 
its activities and so it terminated the services of the 
employees who were going to be affected by the closure 
of the business of the 1st party. Even decision given by 
Bombay High Court, relied upon by the 1 st Party published 
in 1974 (29) FLR page 180 in the case of Shakti Electro 
Mechanical Industies Pvt. Ltd. vs F.H.Lala where our 
Hon’ble High Court observa’d that, in case of lock out 
termination of the services of the employees is just and 
proper. 

41. The stand of the advocate for the 2nd Party was 
that, there was no closure actually and 1st party was doing 
its business. However, no evidence is brought on record 
to show that 1 st party was doing its activities. He relied 
on citation publihsed in 2007 II CLR page, 193 of our 
Hon’ble High Court while deciding the case of Biddle 
Saware Ltd. vs Chemical Employees Union. According to 
me said decision is on different facts and circumstances 
which cannot be straightaway applied in this case. Even 
another citation referred by him published in 1998II CLR 
page 273 in the case of Industrial Perfumes Ltd. vs 
Indsutrial Perfumes Workers Union which is also on the 
different facts then the case at hand. 

42. If we consider all this and the discussions made 
above and the case made out by both. I am of the 
considered view that 1st Party has very good reason to 
terminate the services of the employees involved in the 
Reference and I observe that, it is just and proper and 
does not require any interference. When decision of the 
1st Party is just and proper in my considered view, 
members of the 2nd Party association are not entitled for 
any relief So. I answer these issues to that effect and 
passes the following order. 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected 
with no order as to costs. 

Bombay, 29th January, 2010 

A. A. LAD., Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 1008.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 20/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. l.New 
Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. I. A. L.-Airport Services Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22-3-2010. 

[No. L-11012/57/09-IR(CM-Il)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R K. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL No. 1, KARKARDOOMA 
COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

l.D. No. 20/2010 
The General Secretary, 

I. A. L.-A. S. L., Employees Union, 

Plot No. 2<, PP-721, Khasra No.47, 

KrislHia VMiar, Najafgarh, 

New Delhi-110043. 

.Claimant 

Versus 

The Chief Operating Officer, 
lAL-Airport Services Ltd., 

Airlines House, New Delhi-110001. 

.Management 

AWARD 

Sub Assistants (Security & Commercial) were 
engaged by Indian Airlines from 2004 till 2008. In all 42 
employees were engaged as Sub Assistant. They served 
the management for a considerable period and thereafter 
services of some of them were dispensed with, on 31 st of 
May, 2009, on 1st of June,2009 and on 5-6-2009. They 
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approached Indian Airlines Limited- Airport Services 
Limited Employees Union forredressal of their grievance. 
The aforesaid union raised a dispute before the Conciliation 
Officer. Since no settlement could arrive at between the 
Union and the management of Indian Airlines Limited, the 
Conciliation Officer submitted his failure report before the 
appropriate Government. On consideration of the said 
failure report, the appropriate Government referred the 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication, vide order 
No. L-1 i 012/5712009 -IR(CM-I) New Delhi, dated 20-1 -2010, 
with the following temis : 

‘‘Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Airlines Limited Airport Services Ltd., (i) in terminating 
services of 42 workmen (as per annexurc), and (ii) in not 
providing benefits like provident fund, medical facilities/ 
allowance & health insurance, annual increment and wages 
to Sub Assisttints(Security & Commercial) at par with the 
regular employees of the civil aviation industry perfonning 
the same and similar nature of work is justified and legal? 
(iii)To what reliefs are the workmen concerned entitled ?” 

2. While referring the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, the appropriate Government commanded the 
aforesaid union to file claim statement wihin a period of 
fifteen days from the date of the receipt of order of reference. 
Despite the command, so made ,the Union opted not to file 
a claim statement in the matter. 

3. Notice was sent to the Union by registered post 
on 11-2-2010, cal ling upon it to file the claim statement. The 
said notice was sent to the General Secretary, LA.L.-ASL 
Employees Union, at plot No. 26, PP-721, Khasra No. 47, 
Krishna Vihar, Najafgarh, New Delhi, the address provided 
by the appropriate Government in the terms of reference. 
The postal article was received back with the report that 
the address of the addressee was without any block and 
street numbers, hence it could not be located. 

4. Fresh notice was sent to the Union on 2-3-2010 by 
registered post at the aforesaid address. The postal article, 
so sent, was neither received back nor any one appeared 
on behalf of the Union, Every presumption lies in favour of 
tiie fact that the registered letter, so sent, was served on 
the aforesaid union. 

5. Despite service ofthe registered notice, the Union 
opted not to file a claim statement. It is emerging over the 
record that the Union, who has taken up the cause of the 
42 workers, is not interested in pursuing the matter. Since 
no claim statement lias been filed by the Union on behalf 
ofthe aforesaid workers, under these circumstances it 
emerges that the claimants or the Union do(es) not want to 
present its grievance before this Tribunal. In absence of 
grievances from the side ofthe claimants/Union it emerges 
that dispute between the parties stands subsided. 
Consequently a No Dispute award is passed. 

uared :’- 3 -?010 Dll. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 22nd March, 2010 

S. O. 1009. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/2009) 
ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
No.-l, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Lufthansa German Airlines and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-3-2010. 

[No. L-ll012/3/2004-IR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. RICYADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURTS COMPLEX, DELHI 

I. D. No, 24/2009 
Ms. Anupama Monga, 

C-47, Malviya Nagar, 

New Delhi 


Versus 


Workman 


Lufthansa German Airlines, 

56, Janpath, New Delhi 

.Management 

AWARD 

Complaints of pilferage on board, were brought to 
the notice ofthe authorities of Lufthansa German Airlines. 
It took a decision to conduct a surprise check. Accordingly 
on 6th of September, 2002 a surprise check was conducted 
in aero bridge area gate-07. All crew members of flight 
LH760, dated 6th of September, 2002 were checked by Mr. 
Thomas Mohr and Mr. Axel Dumeier. Anupama Monga, 
who was working as a Flight Attendant on the said flight, 
was found in possession of a black leather bag. On 
checking of the said bag, one first class blanket (sun/ 
moon), four economy class meals, one Tomato Juice-Citrus 
Belly (1 Itr.),onetomatojam-Kring(l Itr.), one mixed fruit 
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jam Kring (1 Itr), one Magnet game-LU’s world, one 
memory game-LV’ s world, 8 mixed pickle souce of 15 gram 
each, four banana and 6 apples were recovered. The said 
first class blanket was kept in first class cabin, LU’s world 
game were meant for children on board, fruit and mixed 
pickle souce were also on-board items and not purchasable 
from market. No receipt was produced by Anupama Monga 
for purchase of Juice packs. It became evident that those 
articles were stolen by her from the aircraft and she was 
carrying it unauthorisedly. A charge sheet dated 12-9-2002 
was served upon her. She tendered her explanation which 
was not found to be satisfactory. Management decided to 
hold an enquiry and Ms. Jyotica Bhasin Advocate was 
appointed as Enquiry Officer. Various opportunities were 
granted to Anupw^ina Monga but she opted not to appear 
before the Enquiry Officer. On 19-11-2002 she sent a legal 
notice to the chairman of Lufthansa Cologne Corporate, 
levelling serious allegations on Mr. Axel Dumeier, for the 
first time. Second charge sheet dated 29-11-02 was served 
on the workman. However, no enquiry was initiated in 
respect of that charge sheet. Enquiry Officer concluded 
the enquiry proceedings and submitted her report to the 
management. The Disciplinary Authority passed an order 
of dismissal on Anupama Monga on 1st of January, 2003, 
Aggrieved by the said order she raised an industrial 
dispute. When conciliation proceedings failed, appropriate 
government referred the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, vide Order No.L-11012/3/2004-IR(C-i), New 
Delhi, dated 26-4-2004, with the following terms: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Lufthansa German Airlines, Janpath, New Delhi in 
terminating/discontinuing the services of Ms. Anupama 
Monga, Flight Attendant w.e.f 1-1-2003 is Just, fair and 
legal? If not to what relief is the concenied workman 
entitled?” 

2. Anupama Monga had submitted her claim 
statement pleading therein that she was employed as Flight 
Attendant with the management on 11 -2-96. She worked to 
their entire satisfaction and as such was confirmed w.e.f 
11-8-96. Despite the fact that she performed her duties 
honestly and sincerely, she was served with a memo dated 
11-9-2002 wherein charges of gross misconduct were 
levelled, relating to stealing on board on flight No. LH-760, 
dated 6th of September, 2002, Charge sheet was served 
upon her on 12th of September, 2002, which was not 
supported by list of documentary evidence, substantiating 
the allegations. She was sexually assaulted by Sh, Axel 
Dumeier by touching her body. She alleged that after 
surprise check, no receipt of recovered items was prepared 
and delivered to her by the checking staff. When she 
requested for issuance of a receipt, Sh.Axel Dumeier 
misbehaved and threatened her that she had no right to 
demand any receipt or letter. No check was conducted on 
German crew, which act is highly discriminatory. The check 
was conducted in contravention of the statutory 


1965 

provisions. She submitted her reply to the charge sheei 
and fa^ts referred above, were not considered by Ui< 
management. When enquiry officer was appointed, she 
raised air objection that Ms. Jyotica Bhasin was not 
acceptable to her, as an enquiry officer. Ms. Jyotica Bhasin 
was also appointed as Enquiry Officer to enquire to the 
misconduct of Ms. Laxmi Pawar and Ms, Samantha Philip, 
in whose matter she submitted report against them and 
they were forced to tender their resignation. She claimed 
that Ms. Jyotica Bhasin was not an impartial person. On 
account of unprecedented situation created by the 
management, she became patient of sciatica (bilateral) and 
was under treatment of Dr. Y. Kumar. She submitted her 
medical certificate seeking adjournment of the enquiry 
proceedings, but her request was ignored by the Enquiry 
Officer. The Enquiry Officer took undue advantage of 
circumstances In which she was placed and continued with 
the enquiry proceedings in haste, biased and unjustified 
manner. On her report, her services were terminated. 
Termination letter dated 1st January, 2003 speaks of 
issuance of second charge sheet dated 29-11 -2002, but the 
said charge sheet was never served upon her. As a matter 
of fact, male checking staff misbehaved and assaulted her 
sexually. With a view to maintain cordial relationship, she 
did not high light that matter nor lodged any police report. 
She requested the management to hold enquiry and 
investigate the matter, which request was never considered. 

3, She projects that agitated by the attitude of the 
management, she filed a suit for declaration, mandatory 
and permanent injunction and even during the pendency 
of that suit the Enquiry Officer completed the enquiry and 
her services were terminated. Her civil suit became 
infructuous and she was forced to withdraw it. She projects 
that on account of facts detailed above, the enquiry is void 
ab initio and deserve to be set aside. She presents that the 
Apex Court had laid that the enquiry proceedings may be 
declared null and void, when the Enquiry Officer had been 
appointed unlawfully and proceedings are not in 
consonance with law. An advocate cannot be appointed 
as Enquiry Officer rules does not so permit. There are no 
rules and regulations applicable to the management, hence 
it cannot appoint an advocate as an Enquiry Officer. The 
Apex Court had ruled that when delinquent employee seeks 
change of the Enquiry Officer and request went unattended, 
it would vitiate the enquiry. Bhasin and Bhasin Associates 
are legal advisers of the management and responsible for 
drafting of charge sheets. They handle all disciplinary 
proceedings against employees of the management. 
Combination of function of drafting of disciplinary 
proceedings and investigation by Bhasin and Bhasin 
Associates vitiates the enquiry conducted by Ms. Jyotica 
Bhasin. Bhasin and Bhasin Associates had acted grossly 
in a biased manner to victimize her, Ms. Jyotica Bhasin 
happens to be daughter-in-law of Shri S. K. Bhasin, who 
was instrumental in shunting out two innocent workmen'. 
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She was apprehensive that Ms. Jyotica Bhasin was 
professionally biased and on that ground she lost faith in 
her. Her request for change of the Enquiry Officer was 
declined and therefore, proceedings concluded by 
Ms. Jyotica Bhasin were void ab-initio. Ms. Jyotica Bhasin 
rejected her request for adjournment, which was supported 
by medical certificate. Her refusal to adjourn the 
proceedings is indicative that no opportunity was given to 
her to defend herself Copy of the complaint made by 
checking staff was not enclosed with the charge sheet. It 
was alleged that surprise check was made in full public 
view. However, no details of the witness was there alongwith 
the charge sheet. The Enquiry Officer had not given her an 
opportunity to appoint a defence assistant. Her dismissal 
order was signed by G. M. (Cabin Service, Finance and 
Personnel) (South Asia). Her dismissal order ought to have 
been signed by the company itself Her dismissal is 
unlawful. No reasonable opportunity was given to her to 
show cause against the proposed punishment. She claims 
that the enquiry as well as punishment awarded to her may 
be set aside and she may be reinstated in services with 
continuity and full back wages. 

4. The management demurred the claim and pleaded 
that on 6th of September, 2002 the claimant was on duty 
as a Flight Attendant on flight LH 760, dated 6-9-2002 ex 
Frankfurt. On arrival of the flight at Delhi, a check was 
conducted in the aero bridge area in public view by Mr. 
Thomas Mohr and Mr. Axel Dumeier. The claimant was 
carrying a black leather bag, wherein one first class 
blanket (sun/moon), four economy class meals, One 
Tomato Juice-Citrus (1 Itr.), One tomato jam-Kring (1 Itr), 
one mixed fruit jarn-Kring (1 Itr), one Magnet game-LU’s 
world, one memory game LU’s world, 8 mixed pickle souce 
of 15 gram each, four banana and 6 apples were recovered. 
The aforesaid items were stolen from the aircraft by the 
claimant. A charge sheet was issued to her on 12-9-2002, 
calling upon her to explain as to why disciplinary action 
would not be initiated against her. Explanation tendered 
by her was found to be not satisfactory. Ms. Jyotica 
Bhasin, who was impartial person wholly unconnected 
with the affairs of the company, was appointed as 
Enquiry Officer. She conducted enquiry in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice and gave full 
opportunity to the claimant to defend the charges. 
However, she adopted total uncooperative attitude, and 
deliberately avoided to take part in the enquiry 
proceedings, on the ground of her alleged sickness. The 
Enquiry Officer adjourned proceedings for several dates 
but she continued to make false and frivolous allegations 
and did not participate in the enquiry proceedings. 
Though she claimed herself to be sick, yet she had been 
attending court hearings in cases filed by her against the 
management. After giving her repeated opportunities, 
the Enquiry Officer was left with no alternative but to 
conduct the enquiry ex parte. Since workman failed to 
attend enquiry proceedings and lead evidence in her 


defence, the enquiry was concluded. Enquiry Officer 
submitted her report, a copy of which was sent to the 
workman on 17-12-02, calling upon her to comment on 
the matter. She observed complete silence and offered 
no comments. The management considered the enquiry 
report and was of the opinion that the enquiry was in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice. The 
management concurred with the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer. It also took note of the charge sheet dated 
29-11-2002 and dismissed workman from services, vide 
letter dated I-I-2003. 

5. It has been pleaded that though the claimant 
completed her probation and was confirmed in services, 
yet it would be wrong to say that she performed her duties 
sincerely and honestly, A comprehensive charge sheet, 
giving ail necessary details of the acts of misconduct, was 
served on her. Attaching list of documentary evidence 
with the charge sheet is not required by law. It has been 
denied that Mr.Axel Dumeier sexually assaulted the 
claimant. Security check was carried out on 6-9-2002, on 
which date the claimant had not made any complaint against 
Mr. Axel Dumeier, who allegedly advised her to see him 
alone at Hotel Hyatt Regency where he was staying. She 
was suspended from, service vide letter dated 1-12-2002 
wherein all details of surprise check were mentioned. 
Despite having received order of suspension she had not 
written any letter to the management alleging sexual assault 
on her by Mr. Axel Dumeier. No police complaint was made 
by her at any point of time, in respect of her sexual 
harassment. In her explanation dated 21 -9-2002, submitted 
in reply to the charge sheet dated 12-9-02, she had not 
made any allegation of her sexual harassment and indecent 
assault. For the first time, she sent legal notice dated 
19-11-2002 wherein defamatory allegations were levelled 
against Mr. Dumeier. All these facts are suggestive that 
those allegations were after thought, with a view to forge a 
defence. She also filed a criminal complaint under section 
354 of the Penal Code, before the Add!. Chief Metropolitan 
Magistrate, New Delhi, in respect of her sexual assault by 
Mr. Dumeier, Since conduct of the workman constituted 
misconduct, a charge sheet dated 29-11-2002 was issued 
to her. Despite receipt of that charge sheet, she had not 
submitted any explanation. 

6. The management projects that there is no 
requirement of law to obtain concurrence of delinquent 
employee in respect of appointment of an Enquiry Officer. 
Merely because that Ms. Jyotica Bhasin had conducted 
enquiry in respect of certain other employees, it would not 
disqualify her to act as an Enquiry Officer. Her allegations 
that she had no faith in the Enquiry Officer are without 
merit. She adopted tactics to torpedo the enquiry 
proceedings, by not participating in it. The Enquiry Officer 
gave numerous opportunities to her to attend the enquiry. 
When she failed to participate in the enquiry, the Enquiry 
Officer was left with no option but to proceed her ex parte. 
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Charges were found proved by the Enquiry Officer. When 
claimant had not submitted her explanation in respect of 
the second charge sheet and did not refute the allegations/ 
it amounted to implied admission of the charges. In view of 
those facts there was no requirement to hold further enquiry 
in the matter. Entire facts referred above led the management 
to loose faith in the workman. 

7. The management pleads that there was no bar 
in law to appoint an advocate as Enquiry Officer. Ms. 
Jyotica Bhasin had nothing to do with drafting of 
charge sheets. She was never consulted with regard 
to disciplinary cases. Bhasin and Bhasin Associates 
are not legal retainers of the company, Ms. Jyotica 
Bhasin never appeared in any court on behalf of the 
management. Bhasin and Bhasin Associates never 
established their contact with the workman. Simply 
because Jyotica Bhasin happens to be daughter-in- 
law of Shri S. K. Bhasin, that fact would not disqualify 
her from conducting the enquiry. She was not biased 
against the workman. Industrial Employment (Standing 
Orders) Act, 1940 is not applicable to the management. 
Management was not required to submit standing 
orders for certification. All documents were filed at 
the time of enquiry and copies of the same were given 
to the delinquent employee. Copies of the enquiry 
proceedings of every date of hearing were sent to her, 
even though she had not participated in the enquiry. 
She was dismissed from services since she was found 
guilty of gross misconduct, leading to loss of 
confidence in her. There was no necessity to issue 
second show cause notice to the claimant. It has been 
pleaded that the action of the management is in 
consonance with law. Claim of reinstatement with 
continuity and full back wages is not substantiated. 

8. On pleadings of the parties following issues were 
settled : 

1. Whether the enquiry conducted by the 

management is fair and proper?” 

If so, its effect? 

2. As in terms of reference. 

9. Issue No.I was treated as preliminary issue. To 
discharge onus resting on it, the management examined 
Shri Parvez Khan, Manjuri'Gauba, Mr. Axel Dumeier and 
Ms. Jyotica Bhasin tendered their affidavits. They were 
cross-examined on behalf of the workman in detail, except 
Mr. Axel Dumeier. Mr. Dumeier was examined on 2-2-2007 
and discharged by the Tribunal, when workman opted not 
to cross-examine him. Thereafter workmen never took steps 
for summoning Mr. Dumeier for cross-examination. Under 
these circumstances it is evident that there was an 
opportunity and right available to the workman to cross- 
examine Mr. Dumeier, which right and opportunity were 
not exercised by the workman. Ms.Anupama Monga 
tendered her affidavit as evidence wherein all facts pleaded 


in the claim statement were reiterated. She was cross- 
examined at length. 

10. After hearing arguments of the parties issue 
No. 1 was answered in favour of the management and 
against the workman, vide order dated I -12-2009. 

11. Shri P. K. Mishra, authorized representative, 
advanced, arguments on behalf of the workman, agitating, 
that punishment awarded to her was excessive. To rebut 
the stand of the workman, Shri Ajit Upadhaya, authorized 
representative, advanced arguments on behalf of the 
management. I have given my careful consideration to the 
arguments advanced at the bar and cautiously perused the 
record. My findings on the issues involved in the 
controversy are as follows :— 

12. Mr. Axel Dumeier had testified that on 5th of 
September, 2002, he came to India for security check of the 
crew to find out the reasons of pilferage of duty free items 
from the Aircraft. Bag of the claimant was searched and 
various items were recovered out of it. Shri Pervez Khan 
reafilnns story of surprise check conducted on 6-9-2002. 
He was standing 3-4 Mtrs. away from the place, where 
check was conducted by Mr. Dumeier and Thomas Mohr. 
Out of bag of the claimant, one first class blanket (sun/ 
moon), four economy class meals, one Tomato Juice-Citrus 
Belly (1 Itr.), one tomato jam-Kring( I Itr), one mixed fruit 
jam-Kring (1 Itr), one Magnet game-LU’s world, one memory 
game-LU’s world, 8 mixed pickle souce of 15 gram each, 
four banana and 6 apples were recovered, which were stolen 
from the Aircraft. Through the facts unfolded by the 
witnesses as well as out of report of Ms. Jyotica Bhasin, 
the Enquiry Officer, it was established that the claimant 
committed theft of duty free articles from the Aircraft, while 
was on board. 

13. To assess quantum of punishment for the 
workman, it would be expedient to have glance over legal 
propositions. Right of an employer to inflict punishment is 
not unfattered. The punishment imposed must be 
commensurative with gravity of the misconduct, proved 
against the delinquent workman. Prior to enactment of 
section 11-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short 
the Act), it was not open to the industrial adjudicator to 
vary the order of punishment on finding that the order of 
dismissal was too severe and was not commensurative 
with the act of misconduct. In other words, the industrial 
adjudicator could not interfere with the punishment as it 
was not required to consider propriety or adequacy of 
punishment or whether it was excessive or too severe. Apex 
Court, in this connection, had, however, laid down in Bengal 
Bhatdee Coal Company [ 1963 (I) LLJ 291 ] that where order 
of punishment was shockingly disproportionate with the 
act of the misconduct which no reasonable employer would 
impose in like circumstances, that itself would lead to the 
inference of victimization or unfair labour practice which 
would vitiate order of dismissal or discharge. But by 
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enacting the provisions of section ll-A of the Act, the 
Legislature has transferred the discretion of the employer, 
in imposing punishment, to the industrial adjudicator. It is 
now the satisfaction of the industrial adjudicator to finally 
decide the quantum of punishment for proved acts of 
misconduct, in cases of discharge or dismissal. If the 
Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or dismissal 
is not justified in any circumstances on the facts of a case, 
it has the power not only to set aside order of punishment 
and direct reinstatement with back wages, but it has also 
the power to iipposed^ertain conditions as it may deem fit 
and also to givt relief to the workman, including^ward of 
lessor punishment in lieu of discharge or dismissal. 

14. It is established law that imposing punishment 
for a proved act of misconduct is a matter for the punishing 
authority to decide and normally it should not be interfered 
with, by the Industrial Tribunals. The Tribunal is not 
required to consider the propriety or adequacy of 
punishment. But where the punishment is shockingly 
disproportionaie, regard being had to the particular conduct 
and past record, or is such as no reasonable employer 
would ever impose in like circumstance, the Tribunal may 
treat the imposition of such punishment as itself showing: 
victimization or unfair labour practice. Law to this effect 
was laid by the Apex Court in Hind Construction and 
Engineering Company Ltd. [1965 (1) LLJ 462], Likewise in 
Management of the Federation of Indian Chambers of 
Commerce and Industry [1971 (II) LLJ 630] the Apex Court 
ruled that the employer made a mountain out of a mole hill 
and had blown a trivial matter into one involving loss of 
prestige and reputation and as such punishment of 
dismissal was held to be unwarranted. In Ram Kishan [ 1996 
(1) LLJ 982 ] the delinquent employee was dismissed from 
service for using abusive language against a superior 
officer. On the fads and in the circumstances of the case, 
the Apex Court held that the punishment of dismissal was 
harsh and disproportionate to the gravity of the charge 
imputed to the delinquent. It was ruled therein, ''when 
abusive language is used by anybody against a superior, 
it must be understood in the environment in which that 
person is situated and the circumstances surrounding the 
event that led to the use of abusive language. No straight- 
jacket formula could be evolved in adjudicating whether 
the abusive language in the given circumstances would 
warrant dismissal from service. Each case has to be 
considered on its own facts”. 

15. In B.M.Patil [1996(11 )LLJ 536], Justice Mohan 
Kumar of Kamatka High Court observed that in exercise of 
discretion, the Disciplinary Authority should not act like a 
robot and justice should be moulded with humanism and 
understanding. It has to assess each case on its own merit 
and each set of fact should be decided with reference to 
the evidence regarding the allegation, which should be 
basis of the decision. The past conduct of the worker may 
be a ground for assuming that he might have a propensity 


to commit the misconduct and to assess the quantum of 
punishment to be imposed. In that case a conductor of the 
bus was dismissed from service for causing revenue loss 
of 50p to the employer by irregular sale of tickets. It was 
held that the punishment was too harsh and 
disproportionate to the act of misconduct. 

16. After insertion of Section I i-A of the Act, the 
jurisdiction to interfere with the punishment is there with 
the Tribunal, who has to see whether punishment imposed 
by the employer is commensuraiive w ith the gravity of the 
act of misconduct. If it comes to the conclusion that the 
misconduct is proved, it may still hold that the punishment 
is not justified because misconduct alleged and proved is 
such as it does not warrant punishment of discharge or 
dismissal and where necessary, set aside the order of 
discharge or dismissal and direct reinstatement with or 
without any terms or conditions as it thinks fit or give any 
other relief, including the award of lessor punishment, in 
lieu of discharge or dismissal, as the circumstance of the 
case may warrant. Reference can be made to a precedent in 
Sanatak Singh (1984 Lab. LC.817). The discretion to award 
punishment lessor than the punishment of discharge or 
dismissal has to be judiciously exercised and the Tribunal 
can interfere only when it is satisfied that the punishment 
imposed by the management is highly disproportionate to 
the degree of the guilt of the workman. Reference can be 
made to the precedent in Kachraji Motiji Parmar [ 1994 (II) 
LLJ 332] Thus it is evident that the Tribunal has now 
jurisdiction and power of substituting its own measure of 
punishment in place of the managerial w isdom, once it Is 
satisfied that the order of discharge or dismissal is not 
justified. On facts and in the circumstances of a case Section 
11A of the Act specifically gives two folds powers lo the 
Industrial Tribunal, first Is virtually the power of appeal 
against findings of fact made by the Enquiry Officer in his 
report with regard to the adequacy of the evidence and the 
conclusion on facts, and secondly of foremost importance, 
is the power of reappraisal of quantum of punishment. 

17. Power to set aside order of discharge or dismissal 
and grant relief of reinstatement or lessor punishment is 
not untramaled power. This power has to be exercised only 
when Tribunal is satisfied that the order of discharge or 
dismissal was not justified. This satisfaction of the Tribunal 
is objective satisfaction and not subjective one. It involves 
application of the mind by the Tribunal to various 
circumstances like nature of delinquency committed by 
the workman, his past conduct, impact of delinquency on 
employer’s business, besides length of service rendered 
by him. Further more, the Tribunal has lo consider whether 
the decision taken by the employer is just or not. Only after 
taking into consideration these aspects, the Tribunal can 
upset the punishment imposed by the employer. The 
quantum of punishment cannot be interfered with w ithout 
recording specific findings on points referred above. No 
indulgence is to be granted to a person, who is guilty of 
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grave misconduct like cheating, fraud, misappropriation of 
employers fund, theft of public property etc. A reference 
cannot be made to the precedent in Bhagirath Mai Rainwa 
[1995(1)LLJ960]. 

18. Now I would turn to the facts of the present 
controversy, in order to assess as to whether punishment 
awarded to the claimant was commensurative to her 
misconduct. As detailed above, the claimant joined services 
of the management on 11 -2-96. Her services were confirmed 
on 11 -8-96. She served the management for a period of six 
and half years, when she was found in possession of duty 
free articles. Charges of theft were established against her 
in the domestic enquiry. The claimant does not have a long 
record of service. 

19. Offence of theft committed by an employee would 
project that he is dishonest and his suitably and reliability 
to continue in service may be affected by that reason, which 
will have a bearing on contract of his service. It may be a 
good ground for dismissing him from service. For inflicting 
punishment for misconduct of theft, the nature of theft is 
an important factor. In M/s. Orr & Sons (P) Ltd. [ 1974 (1) 
LLJ 517] the workman was dismissed for theft of empty oil 
tin worth 30 p only. He had put in 24 years of service with 
no warning or any black mark during the entire service. His 
dismissal was set aside, declaring that punishment was 
too harsh and shockingly disproportionate, having regard 
to the nature of the offence. In Rustom and Hornsby (1) 
Ltd. [ 1975 (2) LLJ 352] the Apex Court ruled that even an 
attempt to steal employers property on the part of the 
workman, who was a watchman, was a serious charge and 
he deserves nothing short of dismissal. Reference can 
also be made to the precedents in New Victoria Mills 
Company Limited (1970 Lab. 1. C.4 28), J. K. Cotton Spinning 
and Weaving Company Limited [1965 (2) LLJ 153] and 
Bangalore Woolen, Cotton and Silk Mills Company 
Limited [1960(2)LLJ 39], 

20. In WimcoSarmikUnion(1987 L^. I.C. 77)Calcutta 
High Court ruled that order of dismissal passed against the 
workman for proved misconduct of theft of property worth 
Rs. 150 was not unjustified as to warrant interference by 
the Tribunal under section 11-A of the Act. The Court 
went on to observe that offence of theft, which was 
committed by the employee, showed that he was dishonest 
and his suitability and liability to continue in service might 
be affected by that reason. His long period of unblemished 
service could not weigh the balance in his favour. In Shri 
Gopal Cotton Mills Private Limited [1980 (1) LLJ 425] the 
Madras High Court adopted the similar view and concluded 
that theft of employer’s property by the workman amounts 
to serious charge and he deserves nothing short of 
dismissal. 

21. In Rajasthan State Road Transport Corporation 
(2004 111 CLR 778) the Apex Court was seized of a matter 
wherein the workman had indulged in a misconduct which 
had not only led to monetary loss to the Corporation but 


the employer has lost confidence in him. The workman was 
employed as conductor on a bus of the Corporation, He 
had not issued tickets to six passengers, who boarded that 
bus. The Court ruled that the workman had indulged in 
misconduct which had not only led to monetary loss to the 
Corporation but it lost confidence in him. Therefore, to 
continue such an employee in the employment of the 
Corporation by virtue of a judicial order, would amount to 
an act of misplaced sympathy, which has no foundation in 
law or in equity. The punishment of dismissal awarded to 
the workman was not found to be disproportionate to his 
misconduct. 

22. The claimant was checked on 6-9-2002 in the Aero 
bridge area and from her bag one first class blanket (sun/ 
moon), four economy class meals, one Tomato Juice-Citrus 
Belly (1 Itr.), one tomato jam-Kring (I Itr), one mixed fruit 
jam-Kring {1 Itr), one Magnet game-LU’s world, one memory 
game-LU’s world, 8 mixed pickle souce of 15 gram each, 
four banana and 6 apples were recovered, which were stolen 
by her from the aircraft. Question for consideration comes 
as to whether punishment of dismissal is shockingly 
disproportionate to the misconduct committed by her. As 
detailed above, she had not only committed theft of 
property of her employer, but made her employer to feel 
that it will not be safe to repose confidence in her. By 
commission of misconduct of theft she proved herself to 
be a dishonest employee, who was not worth credence. It 
would not be safe for her employer to continue her in the 
job. Consequently it is evident that punishment of dismissal 
is neither disproportionate to the misconduct nor grave to 
her acts of impropriety. Power of this Tribunal to inference 
with the quantum of punishment is limited to the area when 
punishment is not commensurative to the misconduct, 
committed by the employee. Dismissal of the workman is 
neither found to be unfair nor wrongful. Consequently it is 
concluded that no interference is called for by this Tribunal, 
by invoking its power under section 11- A of the Act. The 
claimant is not entitled to any relief Her claim statement 
deserves dismissal. Accordingly the same is dismissed. 
An Award is passed. It be 'sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

DR, R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 12-2-2010 
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New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2010 

S. O. 1010.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 171/93) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation ot the 
management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-3-2010. 

[ No. L-22012/337/1992-lR(C-11)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NO. CGIT/LC/R/171/93 

Presiding Officer: Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

The General Secretary, 

Lai Kjanda Coal Mines Mazdoor Union (CITU), 

PO Damua, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP) .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Manager, 

Rakhikol Colliery, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP) .Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 4-3-2010 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 

its Notification No. L-22012/337/92-IR(C-Il) dated 
20-8-93 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action ofthe management of Rakhikol 
colliery of W.C.Ltd. of wrongful regularization in 
Cat,V to deprive four increment in place of Cat-VI to 
Shri Mohd, Washim is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The case of the Union/workman, in short, is that 
the workman was appointed in Damua colliery in 1974 and 
was transferred to Ghorawari colliery in 1976, Thereafter 
he was promoted on the post of Hippo-Driver w.e.f 
3-12-76. Subsequently he was transferred to different 
collieries on the same post. Lastly he was transferred to 
Rakhikol colliery alongwith Shri Balgovind Shri Vijay 
Kumar, Shri Rahman Khan. Shri Annuplal and Shri 
Surender and all were also Hippo drivers. It is stated that 
these Hippo drivers were junior to him and they had been 
paid the difference of wages of Cat-VI and were also 
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regularized on the Hippo driver cum-mechanic as policy 
adopted by the management of Western coalfields Ltd, 
but the workman, Shri Md. Washim, Hippo driver had been 
left and intentionally superseded in violation of the 
promotion policy adopted for Hippo Drivers. It is stated 
that from dated 3-12-76, he was working as Hippo Driver 
but the wages of General Mazdoor was paid till May, 1977. 
Thereafter, the wages of Cat- V was paid to him by the 
management which was less than the actual wages. He 
was regularized on the post of Hippo driver on 1-4-80 
instead of Hippo driver-cum-Mechanic in Cat-VI and had 
deprived him of four increments. It is submitted that the 
workman has right to be regularized on the post of Hippo 
driver cum mechanic with four back increments w.e.f. 
1-4-1980 in Cat VI, 

3. The non-applicant/management appeared and filed 
Written statement in the case. The case of the management, 
interalia, is that the reference is illegal because while making 
the reference, the appropriate Govt, has exceeded its 
jurisdiction in as much as it has decided the merit of the 
case. It is admitted that the workman, 
Shri Mohd, Washim was appointed as General Mazdoor 
and joined Rakhikol colliery of WCL in the year 1977 on 
transfer from Ghorawari colliery. He was regularized on 
the post of Driver in 1980 in Category-V. The demand of 
the union to place the workman in Category VI is not at all 
justified as there is no nomenclature of Driver for placement 
in Cat-VI. It is stated that there is no designation of Driver- 
cum-mechanic in Cat-VI rather the Drivers of Cat-V are 
considered through DPC for promotion to the post of 
Driver-cum Mechanic in Cat-VL It is stated that no junior 
has been promoted. It is submitted that on the aforesaid 
grounds, the demand of the union is not justified and the 
reference be answered in favour of the management, 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the 
following issues are for adjudication ;— 

(i) Whether the management had wrongfully 
regularized in Cat-V instead of Cat-VI ? 

(ii) Whether the workman was deemed to be 
Hippo Driver w.e.f. 3-12-76 and was entitled 
pay thereof. 

(iii) Whether the management had deprived him 
four increments. 

(iv) To what relief, the workman is entitled to? 

5. Issue No. 1 &2— 

To prove the case, the Union/workman has examined 
oral and documentary evidence. The documentary 
evidence are admitted by the management. The Union 
witness, Shri Md, Washim is the workman. He has stated 
that initially he was appointed as General Mazdoor and 
he was transferred to Ghorawari colliery where he was 
working in 1976 and was working on the post of Driver. 
His evidence is corroborated by the document filed by 
the management. The Union has also admitted the said 
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document which is marked as Exhibit M/1. Exhibit M-1 is 
the office order dated 3-12-76 passed by the Manager 
Ghorawari Colliery. This order clearly shows that the 
workman Md. Washim was working as Driver and the co¬ 
workers namely Balgobind, Vijay Kumar and Rahman 
Khan and others were also working as Drivers since 
3-12-76. This document proves the case of the Union that 
the workman Md. Washim was Driver. As such he was 
working on the said post. The management has not 
rebutted the said evidence. 

6. The said Union witness has further stated in his 
evidence that he was promoted to the post of Hippo Driver 
on the order of the Manager on 3-12-1976, Thereafter he 
was transferred to different collieries on the post of Hippo 
Driver. The office orders are filed by the union which are 
marked as Exhibit W/1, W/2 and W/4. These office orders 
dated 1 -3-1977,6-3-1978 and 11 -1 -1980 are also admitted 
by the non-applicant management. These orders further 
proves the case of the Union that the workman Md, Washim 
was continuously Hippo Driver. Thereafter in the same 
capacity, he was transferred to different collieries. These 
orders further show that the co-workers as has been named 
above were also Hippo Drivers. This clearly shows that 
the workman Md. Washim was Hippo Driver w.e.f. 
3-12-1976 alongwith other co-workers and was entitled 
the pay of Hippo Driver w.e.f 3-12-1976. 

7. The Union witness has further stated that the 
juniors who were working together were regularized in 
Hippo Driver-cum- Mechanic on 28-9-80 in Cat-Vl but he 
was not regularized in Cat-Vl intentionally and to deprive 
four increments he was regularized in Cat-V w.e.f 7-4-80. 
It appears from the pleadings and the evidence of the 
Union that there was specific case that Shri Balgobind, 
Shri Vijay Kr., Shri Rehman Khan, Shri Anuplal and 
Shri Surender were juniors to the workman, Shri Md. 
Washim and they were regularized in Cat-Vl. The 
management has not specifically denied that the above 
named workers were not juniors to Mod.Washim. Simply 
there was a vague denial. The Union has filed office order 
28-9-1980 to show that Shri Anuplal, Shri Surender, Shri 
Vijay Kumar and Shri Balgobind were regularized from 
Hippo Drivers Cat- V to Driver-cum-Mechanic Cat-Vl. 
There is no specific denial on behalf of the management 
that they were not juniors or the case of the workman Md. 
Washim was not considered on specific reason. Thus it is 
deemed to be admitted that they were juniors and there 
was no reason for not considering the workman Shri Md. 
Washim for the post of Driver-cum-Mechanic, Cat-Vl who 
was fit for the post. The management has filed office order 
dated 7-4-1980 which is marked as Exhibit M/3 that the 
workman, Md. Washim was regularized on the post of 
Driver Cat-V from 7-4-1980 which is marked as Exhibit 
M/3 that the workman Md. Washim was regularized on the 
post of Driver Cat-V from 7-4-1980. The said order is 
challenged by the Union. It is not out of place to say that 


the management has not filed even a chit of paper that the 
post of Driver-cum-Mechanic VI was selected by D.P.C 
rather others were regularized on the said post w.e.f 
20-9-80 and no reason is assigned by the management as 
to why the workman Md. Washim was not regularized 
alongwith others when he was deemed to be senior to 
others. This shows and establishes that the workman 
Md.Washim was entitled to be regularize on the post of 
Hippo Driver-cum- Mechanic in Cat-Vl w.e.f 7-4-80 instead 
of Cat No. V. Moreover there is no case of the management 
and also there is no evidence on the record that other 
Hippo Drivers were earlier regularized in Cat-V and 
thereafter they were regularized in Cat-Vl w.e.f 20-9-1980. 

8. On the other hand, the management has also exa¬ 
mined oral and documentary evidence in the case. 
Management witness Shri P. Bannerjee is a Personnel 
Manager in W.C.L. He has stated that Md. Washim was 
appointed as General Mazdoor on 10-3-1974 and was 
transferred to different collieries. These are admitted facts. 
He has stated that the demand of Md. Wahsim to place 
him in Category VI, there is no nomenclature of Drivers. 
This appears to be not the case of the Union rather the 
case is that he should be placed and regularized in 
Driver-cum-Mechanic VI. In support of this contention, 
an admitted document Exhibit W/3 is filed. This shows 
that other junior drivers were regularized in Driver cum- 
Mechanic Cat-Vl posts w.e.f 20-9-80. The oral evidence 
appears to be not acceptable in view of the documentary 
evidence. He has further stated in his evidence that Driver- 
cum-Mechanic post is a promotional post through D.P.C. 
The Exhibit W/3 falsify the claim of the witness which 
shows that other Drivers were regularized in Driver-cum- 
Mechanic, Cat-VI posts. 

9. This management witness has further stated in 
his evidence that the case of Md. Washim for promotion 
to Cat-Vl has not been considered. There is no fact to 
establish that as to why his case was not considered. 
There is no chit of paper to show that he was not fit for 
regularization on the post of Driver-cum-Mechanic, Cat- 
Vl when other junior drivers were regularized in Cai-Vl. 
This is evident from Exhibit W/3. This shows that it was 
arbitrary act on the part of management without any rhyme 
and reason. Thus, both the issues are decided in favour of 
the Union/workman and against the management. 

10. Issue No. 3 4& 4 : 

On the basis of the discussion made above, it is 
clear that the workman Md. Washim was working as Driver 
w.e.f 3-12-76 continuously and was being paid wages of 
General Mazdoor. It is evident from the document filed by 
the management which is marked as Exhibit M/2 though 
he was working as Driver. Thus it appears that the workman 
is entitled the pay of Driver Cat-V w.e.f 3-12-1976 with 
annual increments. Thereafter he is entitled to be 
regularized on the post of Driver-cum-Mechanic, category 
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] ; Consideriiig tfie entire cvydeifce 9;, record, 
the non-applicant management is directed to pay on the 
post of Driver, Cat-V w.e.f. 3“12-i^76 with annual 
increments to the workman Md. Washim. Thereafter the 
management is further directed to regularize the said 
workman on the post of Driver-curn-Mochanic Catcgor>' 
VI w.e.f. 7-4-1980 instead of Categorv' V and to pay 
accordingly within three months from the date of 
no ti feat ion of'the aw'ard. 

12. In the result, the award is passed widiout any 
order lo cost.s. 

13. I.el ihe copies of the award be sent to the 
v*ovemment oi India. jMinistry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

viOl If) SHAKIR i I AS AN, Presiding Officer 
23 2010 

1011.—a?lgirn^' 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ ‘■JTO T 7 ^ dfjpTw xf, TTfe^ife^rr 

cTif^ xTjrd ^ ^ sfrr 

-WidrtRS; “RIRKTR, 71.-2 , ^ 

7il?Jr 47/.2(K)8) ^ 3r4-‘.T%ff t, 

W11R Ri 23 3' 201(1 9i'R I3n ”1! 

[R. TT^t- i I0I2,'23.''2008-3 u| 31K ( 7fT-|) ] 
Rpm ^R, 'iTRI 3?j'.:-KTR 

New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2010 

S. O. ton.—irr pursuance of Section P the 
Indusinai Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the C.rti.sJ.! 
GoveiiHiicnt hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 47. 20(38^ 
of the Central Government Industrial 'i’nbunal/Labour Coini 
No,-2. Mumbai now^ as shown m the Annexure \u ihe 
iiKiustriaf dispute between the empioyers ir. rehuio;; ol 
the inanager7icin of M/s. Alilaiia i inee Aeree hrhhane 
SPA and Utcir worknien, whicii was «eceivcd b>' the (-cmral 
Governme:}/ i>n 23P '2010. 

i No. L-i lUl2C3/20()^Ti yr xf)j 
SNEII LAI'A JAWAS, l)csk(•;.er 

ANNEXCKL 

BEFOf^E THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INOiiSl’RlALTRiBUNAL No. 2 AT MHMBAl 

PRESEN'l 

PresidiiigOfTiccr : A. A. LAD 

REFERENCE No, CG\T-2/47of 2008 
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M/S, ALITALIA LINEE AEREE ITAia .n: } . 

The General Manager, 

M/s, Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane SP-A- 
5th floor, C. G. House, 

Dr. Annie Besant Road, 

Prabhadevi, 

Mumbai. 

AND 

Their Workman 

MS. Dhanashree Bhatt 

12, Yashodhan Chandavarkar Rood 

R. S. Marg, Borivli (W), 

Mumbai-40Q 092. 

APPEARANCES : 

For the employer .. Ai • 

F'orthe wwkman ^ 

Mumbai, dated this 18th February, 201 1 v 

AWARl) 

1. The Government of India, Ministr\ ol j.;foOv 

its Order No, L-I ]012/23/2008-IR(CM-i)duh:d L-^-O- .niy 
in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (<-L -n r.n 
section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of'Section L^s > >oc 

industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the 1 -f/w'. :..v 
dispute to this 3>ibunal for adjudication : 

(i) Whether the action of the managenivn! <• 
M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane SPA Mmn-.;; if- 
dismissing ihe services of Ms. Dhanashree Tkoiw 

Interpretcr-cum-'Commcrcial attendant w. c.t. 02 A : T.:t 7 
is iustdled anf iugal'^ (ii) To what rdiefis ihe eo)U: .oi':d 
workman entitied?’' 

2. Though notices were sent u> workman aud '•rv.:d 

vide Ex-4 & Ex- 7 still did not attend and file cLain si . ;t-. i t 
Even management is ab.sent. 2 his smrnion . '«:• -o 
conclude that, no body is interested in tiiis fclco;.:, ; •} 

1 do not find any reason to keep this rLd /encciowc C.x ^ . 
the order. 

ORDER 

Reference is disposed of for wain ot ptoseruu'.-i 
Date: 18-02-2010 A. A.i.AD. PrcsidingCtT. . 

M 23 RM. 2010 
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[U W-] 1012/41/2009-30^ (Tfr-I) J 
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New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2010 
S. O. 1012 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
induKtrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hei eby publishes the award (Ref No. 76/2009) 
of the C entral Government industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
ih.L- management of M/s. Pawan Hans Helicopters Ltd. 
and ineir workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 23-3-2010. 

[No. L-11012/41/2009-lR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRlALTRIBUNALNo. 11, AT MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

PresidIngOfficer: A. A. LAD 

REF ERF MCE Mo. CG IT-2/76 OF 2002 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF 

M/S. P.AWAN HANS HELICOPTERS LTD. 

The Dy. (icneral Manager (P<S:A), 

M/s. Pawan Hans Helicopters Ltd. 

Juhu Aerodrome, S. V, Road, 

Vile Parle (W), 

Mumbai -400056. .. .First Party 

AND 

I HEIR WORKMAN 

Shri r. K. Chakrabotyk 
Flat No. 502. Building No. B/5, 

WingC. Shivam I iou.sing Co-op, 

Society, Ciokuldham Market, 

Kanyapada, Goregaon (E), 

M u m b a i -100063. ...Sec on d party' 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer: Mrs. Pooja Kulkami, Adv. 

Foi the Workman : In person. 

Dalt of passing the award ; 12-2-2010 

AWARD 

The reference is sent to this Tribunal by the 
Under Secrerary of Central Government, the Government 
of India. Ministiy'of Labour by its Order No. L-11012/41/ 
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2009 IR (CM-l) dated 29lh September, 2009 in excic^s^- 1 *; 
the pow ers con fen cd by Clause (d) of sub-section (i) ano 
sub-scciiun ( 2/\) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
ACL ; 917 10 decide : 

" {\) Wiiether the action of the Management of 
.M'S. Pawan Hans Helicopters Limited, Mumbai in 
terminating the services of Shri T.K., Chakraborty, 
Jr. Engineer-1 w.e.f. 19-5-2005 is justified and legal? 

(ii) To wbdt relief is the concerned workman 
entitled?” 

2. Both parties by filing purshis at Exhibits 5 and 7 
requested to dispose of the Reference In Lok Adalat. 
Hence, the order : 

ORDER 

In view of the Exhibits 5 and 7 Reference is dis¬ 
posed of in Lok Adalat. 

Mumbai, 12-2-2010 A. A. Ij\D, Pn^siding Officer 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAlv TRIBUNAL No. 2, AT MUMBAI 

Shram Raksha Bhawan . Sion (E) 

Mumbai-22 

Reference No. CG1T-.2/76 of 2009 

Subject:—-Withdrawal of my case 

With due respect, 1 would like to inform you that I 
had filed a case regarding my reinstatement in Pawan Hans 
Helicopters Ltd., Mumbai on 1st May 2009 (1-5-2009), But 
presently due to my present employment , 1 have been 
posted in VTZAG. and it is very difficult forme to attend 
the case whenever 1 will be required here in Mumbai and 
beside this my present financial condition is too weak. So 
! have decided to withdraw my case immediately. 

Though 1 have given an application of withdrawal 
of the case on 24-12-2009 to Regional Labour 
Commissioner, Mumbai. 

L therefore, humbly and honestly reque.st you to do 
the needful for which I shall be extremely thankful 
to you. 

With regards. 

Your Faithfully 
Sd,/- 

(T, K, CHAKRABORTY) 
C/o Heligo Charters Pvt. Ltd. 
Juhu Adrport, Vile Parle (W) 
Mumbai-5 6 
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Proceedings of the Lok A dal at 
on 12th Febuary2010 

Present 

1. Mr. M. B. Anehen, Advocate 

2. Mr. R. S, Pai, Advocate 

3. Mr. M. C. Shikhre, Representative 

4. Mr. J. S. Sawant, Advocate. 
Reference CGlT-2/76 of 2009 


Pawan Hans Halicopters Limited 
Vs. 

T. K. Chakraborty 
APPEARANCE : 

For the Management : Ms. Pooja Kulkami 
Advocate 

For the Workman : No appearance. 

The workman vide his application dated 3-2-2010 
(Ex. 5) has requested for the withdrawal of the above 
reference. The advocate for the management has given his 
no objection for the with drawal of the reference sent for 
award. 


PRESENT 

Presiding Officer: A.A. LAD 

REFERENCE No.CGIT^2/490F2008 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE MANAGEMENT 
OF 

M/S, ALITALU LINEE AEREE ITALIANE, SPA 

The General Manager 

M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane, Sp-A 

5th floor, C. G. House 

Dn Annie Besant Road 

Prabhadevi 

Mumbai. 


AND 

THEIR WORKMEN 

Ms. Amanda Ann Tantony 
1, Grotto Apartments 
Sherly St. Ann’s Church Road 
Bandra (W) 

Mumbai-400050. 


(Sd/-) (Sd/-) (Sd/-) 

23 2010 
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New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2010 

S. O. 1013.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 49/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
No. 2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane, 
SPA and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 23-3-2010. 

[No. L-1 l012/25/2008-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, DeskCftlcer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, AT MUMBAI 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Employer Absent 

For the Workman Absent 

Mumbai, dated this 18th February, 2010 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-11012/25/2008-1R(CM-l) dated 14-07-2008 
in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“ (i) Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. Alitalia Linee Aeree Italiane, SPA, Mumbai 
in dismis the services of Ms. Amanda Ann 
Tantony, Flight Interpreter-cum-Commercial 
Attendant w, e.f . 08-11-2007 is justified and 
legal? (ii) To what relief is the concerned workman 
entitled?” 

2. Though notices were sent to workman and served 
vide Ex4 & Ex- 6, still did not attend and file claim statement 
and even management is absent. This situation led me to 
conclude that, no body is interested in this reference. 
Hence the order. 

ORDER 

Reference is disposed of for want of prosecution. 
Date: 18-02-2010 A.A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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[U T^^-40012/115/2000-3^1^ 

R%, 3TR^^?R^ 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S, O. 1014.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
LC/R/125/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Superintendent of Post 
Offices and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 25-3-2010. 

[No. L400I2/1 l5/2000-lR(DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/125/2000 

Presiding Officer: Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

Shri Kail ash Prasad Pushpad, 

S/o. Shri Ramgopal Pushpad, 

New Colony, 

Chhattarpur (MP) .... Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Superintendent of Post Offices, 

Chhattarpur Division, 

Chhattarpur (MP) 

....Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 5th day of March, 2010 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-40012/115/2000-IR(DU) dated 
30-6-2000 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal:— 

2. "‘Whether the action of the management of 
Managing Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Chhattarpur Division, Chhattarpur (MP) in 
terminating the services of Shri Kailash Prasad 
Pushpad S/o Sh. Ramgopal Pushpad, after his 


deployment from 27-4-89 to June 1998 is justified? If 

so, to what relief the workman is entitled?’’ 

2. The case of the workman, in short, is that the 
workman was employed as Gardner vide order dated 
27-4-89 passed by the management. He worked till 30-6-98 
on a vacant post and was terminated from the service 
without any reason. It is alleged that no departmental 
proceeding was conducted and was terminated in violation 
of natural justice. It is also alleged that he had completed 
more than 240 days in a calendar year was not paid any 
compensation and was retrenched in violation of provision 
of Sec-25-F of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. It is 
submitted that the workman be reinstated with full back 
wages, 

3. The non-applicant/management appeared and filed 
written statement in the case. The case of the management, 
inter-alia, is that the workman was engaged as Part Time 
Gardner in the postal Department at Chhattarpur, It is 
alleged that on 30-5-98 he came in the state of intoxication 
in the office premises and started abusing loudly to the 
Postmaster and other Postal Authority, Thereafter he 
absented himself unauthorisedly. It is stated that the post 
of part-time Gardner had no right of absorption/promotion 
in the department. There is no provision to issue 
chargesheet to part time worker. It is submitted that the 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

4. The issue for decision is as to whether the action 
of the management in terminating the service of the 
workman Shri Kailash Prasad Pushpad is justified? 

5. The workman has not adduced any evidence in 
the case. The burden is on the workman to prove his case 
that he was terminated from service illegally. Since there is 
no evidence, the workman has failed to prove his case. 

6. On the other hand, the management has examined 
one witness in the case. Management witness 
Shri J. P. Rohit is Assistant Superintendent of the Post 
Office, Chhattarpur. He has stated that the workman 
Shri Ka’^ash Prasad Pushpad was engaged for few hours 
on daily wages. He had no right to be absorbed/promoted 
in the department. He has further stated that he had 
misbehaved with the Postal Authority and thereafter 
disappeared himself. His evidence clearly shows that he 
was not a regular employee and left the work on his own. 
It shows that the workman is not entitled to any relief 
Moreover the workman has not proved his own case. The 
reference is answered against the workman. 

7. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs, 

8. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Govemrttent of India, Ministiy of Labour and Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presid ing Officer 
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OT. 1015.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «1RI 17 ^ 7R?S?R 

fq'jidl'H't 3JW*Rf5r ^ d't'ft '^)4'tiKl ^ 
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3lfy'^l<l 

New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S. O. 1015. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 6/95) of 
the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kota now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Rajasthan 
Paimanu Bijiigharand their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 25-3*2010. 

[ No. L-12012/127/1993-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
31^^ 

3l1^Jini4) ^|qIfV^iT’T/'^'^{l4/4ff^f/T^3R^ 
3lftjcFl^-3T3RqT m. IJ^. 1^. 

THITT stRlf'ti : 3Tt. ■^. 6/95 
14-12-1995 

TOR: TOR TORKTT, TO WefR, fRe# ^ 311^ 
1T15EIT TO/42012/127/93-31Tf31R(-^) 
fRRfgj 6-2-1995 

fH^VI/fRtll^ 3RpffT qRi 10(1 )(■£!) all^ilPlch 
1947 


TOT 


1. ^WRRlfW 1 - , r.. 

_ r ■ [ HR'I “I RRR' WTO TOR TO 

2. RRRRITO J ' 

?[Rr MgiTOlel, TO1F5 RufTO) 3T3?Tt^, 

1l=(ciRl21 RIRI R>tel 


....lltsifrm 


31#^, ira^«iH wn^ stiTOr riri wtei 

....srarMf ITOrrt 

TOfTORjt fell) 

3raT«jf fNTOi Rl) 3Tk ^ stW. "Ir 

3lftlf^ f^RTRT 3-3-2010 


{Wwu II- -Si x . 3(ji)J 

SlfqfRofR 

HRcl mRlR, 9R rTOiR, R^ W RRR TJRlifTO 
31I^/3TftRJ^ llRfRl 6-2-1995 ^ fR-^/f^RI?, 

sMfw ITOr StTWrRR, 1947 (1^ dJMIKi "aiMR’Rl" 
t^tTOTOI^^RTOT) Rlt RRl 10 ( ! ) (R) ^ SPTFTrr 5 ^ 
^^rTOTOtR ^ 3Tflrf44!n«f RRT t :— 

“RiTOr W TOrTO TOl RT?R RH I 2 
R* gisM 3lW^ 7r5RSiH RTOJ STipfe 

'hiCl ?RI WTRI 4lf9a R RRT t^TTO I -1 -1979 '■'.T 

^ 311^ tRRfRl 5-6-1982 W 3,iT7l 
gKl Pli,+<1 RRI RT^RTR RRIR TIFR R SfU 
RipfRI^ '3fRR X(R '^IRFRcf ^? rIr H?! RF <+i4<+<fr fRRI 
31ld)RR>T t?" 

2. fR^I/PcIRK, ■^RlRTRtRnn R tlM R1R RT 'TRIR.^ 
RR1TR R^lRiH) Ri) 1JRRT tWRRR 'RR R RTR ^ TO fsRI 'R 

TOf R«lif Rll SIR 3TTO-3 iTO TOTOR ^ TO I 

3. TOjTO To R? TOirlfeR f^RT WT RR^ f.pn 
TO FRIRR aRRui RlRf WTO TOhTO W q 
RTOt 3Tfv^ ^fTOi 3 i«r^/h?iTO, TmP3 RiTOiii 

■gfTOl, TTORIRI (W3Tlf^) RR 3m; rTO TOTO RTTf! 

Tori rri «it, 1TOg TOr TOrrr TOf TOtri TOrTO rr 
R? g TOlTO 26-1-96 Rl) w TO W R5RRRRR ^tTOt TORR; 
TORIR 'STOt RIR) RlJRRlk, RTRRRI TO R RRRRT TO RTI 
rtTOrttohrir an^TOrfTOR 10 - 12-96 WTOr srfTOrti 
RT ■gclRl RlRf WTO W RRRRIRIMR RRlTOl TOR RR Wl 
RTOTO, #ff RiTOm SRI TOtTO rTO TOTO rfir TOri 
RRT I RRITO "RRR mTOPR RlW WTO TOrTO RR 
Rnl Wnltl rlTRR^ R^ W nr^ W rTO W RtRITRRR ^rtrrrr 
3TOTOi TOWTO 7-5-99 W SRI RRRR RTR RiTOto wTO 17 
■gZIRI RRI I m RRIR 31R SlfTO® RR RlW WTO ^^RRT 

TOrTO W iRR^ ^siTOrTO To rrtoTO, ^^rri WTO rr 
3TtT RiWTO W RIR R ^FRlfWl f TO RT RlfW 3 #jTOr 
rriTOTOi I 

4. TOitTO rTO TOTO W 3131 m: WTO: R«R ?« 

RRiR srPTOTO ITO R^ f iW WTO 'TOrTO rr 3miW 

y<9M 3 tW 5RF, TIRTRIR HlRiy ITOWrT, RNciRlZI RTR1 RR?! 
(■TO djRiM “aiRiW PirTOi” RiWrfRR TOi Rrmi!) 
?RI 26-2-65 ■^rf.W.'^. (RH=ki 'TOu 'RRI RI pRR 10-11 -65 

■^'RRRR'TORR■RR■fro■RRI RII RcRTRR( 13-7-79 
WrTOsRI l-l-79^RRIRtRTOfWRI'RRT I WTO'TOr'PiF 
IRl Pl^f^ ■HlWlT-'RR R WTO 3R3 3131 m RFTOPr W 
■RnfRi W) .j||c(il 'TO 13 IWRR ■R TO Rt) "RRI fmiR> 3 TiTO fTOiRvR 

27-2-80 313 RII: WTO 'TOrTO ■RR 31-12-81 RH Wmi 
■rITO RciIr ■fTOn 'ill'll PiRpfi "IWri "rri i rir stIrrIrr 
IWri ■rri ^ "fW 3I5 iiW TOTOrt sir 3tiTO 'TOTOr i 8 - 7-81 
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^ SRI ^ ftTII W (T«1I WR ^ 

RRT I 317^ ■'M 

t ^ 1993 4' ITIstif SRI ^331^ RT 

3rai«ff RR-JRR; SRI ^ RRl 1 ^ ^sFriMsi 

f^rat T^t Tift STlih ^ofcT; STRcR R fTORR t, «lfRR> ^ 
R 1 ^ RI 3TOcR tiMi I *irfRaF ^ 

3TR1 37tRrRR ^ ^ Rt 4)|cdMl<i RI 9^fRRH 'Nl ^ 3T3T*ft 
RVTRR 3T3RR ^ RrRKPft t R^ffeF ^?RR3 3TfR^ ^ 
37fRT^ T?RI t I 6 rfRRI SlRI^ff Pl4)^<* ^ ail^^ITJHR 
■4' T?I RRT Z=fi ^ 3TI^?n^ 18-7-81 T^^lPlfR I 

?lfRR> R3l '^rr^ ^ RRTRR ^IS R'n'‘=h 

5-6-82 Rlt SffRRI # WTRtRR>R 371^ fSRlf^ 1-7-79 
1 rTR 1 fe9l RRT, '^4 RI 3^ ?rfRR> R)t <7)1 ^ ITIRR 

tct, ^ ^ griRR RRT3ft RtfOT aTR^I RR 37^ 
r<91 f^TR RiRR) ■^KjRfiRR'R 371^ RtI Pl 6 kl iRR^t RfTRT 373 !^, 
37-714^14 R WRfR?c;S t I 377^ 37f’7R>r*7R RRT f 

?7fRR7 7#^ fR? RtI IsRRF 18-7-81 R^l ^ RtI 

^ RRT RfRKTf^R R7T fR^RR? RR 3T?KR 1^ RRT, 

fR RRRT RfRRJ SR7 18-7-81 <7^ 1R7% 

3TfV^ TTR'RfRR R MRRIRR RRT RRT ^ 18-7-81 RRIR^ 
tR? ^ 37fRR:f«Ri1^RR7'l1^ ?lft^Rl?R 

iW ''M ^ TTRI 3r=R RRra '4' 37fRR7 37# R'1 bo 7<, Rlfl 

■RISR RTcTRI R7l 47R 17R 37^ RRTRR cRR Rn f, 

37R: RfRRT R^R fm r 4 ^RlfRRI ^ ^ Rfw 

RRRT R73f#T R MRfRTF'Tg t 1 3^77 ^i ITl^RI # R# t 

IrT #RR7 RteR fW t^I2R4R44R7'^R7tt,R4 
TRT# RltRR R7T RIRh^ 3RR r4 RTTR f# R STRIR! ^ 
371^ f#ffRK7 5-6-82 Ril 375rqiRt #fRc7 RJT 37R7# # # 
37T^fRRft^ l-!-79R4RRIRlR(RIRIR7T'37RfRnR4%R 
^ HTR fe7RT4 Rn4' ( 

5. 37517# PIrV'jjR) R)t 37^7 RRR R#R RiT RRIR 
RRJR R7# 17^ RfrfRlSRRT-^ R? 37fRR7fRR 1#R7 RR71 
?7fRRr #FR fRT 3777# RWR 4’ #fR ^ ^ ^ ’ll; 
#447 S^T fnRl^ TrfRRiTfrRi STR ^7 t 4 fR# 74 ^RTlfRR 
7RT>R-7R 377477 77 R77r4 R-RRtTR 26-4-1919 377# 
’741 # 1 #RR7 74^ tR% R7T Rf 7RR #RR7-7R RT 
lR7g RRR cfSiR r4 #RR7 rI^ fRf SW 3771# TTTRH 4 
^#RT 26-2-65 # ^ RITR # 7F7 4‘ R774 

Wl RTT^ R77 ^ 7RT I #4R7 4 -RTR^ffRlT R^IR 
RFRIMR f## # RifR) # RT# 77RR 77^ fR7Rf7 4 ri 4 Tf 
77^ t #4 ri 4 24-1-65 # 37t4rR 7R 4’ RTT^ 3T7R1 37Tg 
40 r 4 RR# 37TRI7 77 RTTRlt RFTRtTR f#TR7 1 -1 -1924 

37fR>t 7# I 5+1 <7) TTRTI TTl^RTRiR 77R 4 7774 377# 3773 

28-5-65 # 47 r 4 R## # I fR 7^ 7RR l+TRl #4R) 

4 3773 # Rlt 4' "57773^7777 iR^RTRTTft RW7 1^4, t#3 

?77^ fRTf# f4c^ TlfRRiTfTRf S77I 7774 ^RFjfRR 3RFI-7R 


# 377^77 77 18-7-81 r4 4rT 3R7T RR fRR7 7RT, RRf^ 
#4R) 30-4-1977 r 4 ^RPgRR # RTR7 Rlfll RT 1 f#g 
3777# fRRin # TTR TJRRI # 3TRIR ^ R>TR7 #777 
18-7-81 RR» ^Rl 4 RRl 7?7, R+36: RS7T#R)7'7 # 3n4?T 

# RR# RT^RfRfR # RRR 4’ 7Ht7 TJRRT TT^R Rr 4 # 
RHTWT TTftR fR# 74, r 4 f^TRT RR4 ^ f4^ SlftTOft#’ 
SIR 7174 4rI ■gfRR 7RTWT-7R # 3RRK 77 3777# S7R R^ 

^ 4‘ ^Ri TF# 4 tIrtt rrt en i 3714 344##! Irtri trt 
t 1 r> #RR7 4 7«7I# ^ 77 4’?T7 RRI 3RR ^RlfR^f# 

377 # r4ri7 4rt* 4 f44# 4 rt r4 #34 # 

37i4s 7 iSRI RI Rr"^444#^ RR ## TRIW-TR. 
773 R RI74 r 4 RTF! W I 3Tf*747g StIRRI# 4 f#!# 
25-6-1981 R4 7TRI '5777 4 TRl^ ^371 1R7 -R# # 7# 
TPRfirfR 1-1-1924 34 cRF 4 TcTTft I 4=77 RR tNi^RR 
7RR7-7R SRlfai t fRj fSTTcF 7-5-1952 r 4 4RT77Rrf4T 77 
#R^ 74 fR fRFR437T3 33 R4ll^#l?R 3?R7 4 
371RT7 77 -yRRll ^r##4 26-4-1919 377# 7# I 37 t 4 
3TfRRjfRcf f#I7 7R7 f fR7 #777 4 3744 cTRl 4 rT 4* 

7f 4 # fen; 77RR 4 # 4 r#4 # 4 

55R7fclf«7 7^ r 4 # 347 RF fRJ# # 7RR7 4 ^ t TRR) 
77FTRRT RR 7IR R#’ t I 3774 37f*7##T t#!! 771 4 % 
7cm R^RtllfR 147214 # RRR7 TJR^ 37fRR7f4?ri # 77TRR1 
37T3 7*R 58 R4 # 3713 # RTS # 4R7 4 R7T # FRf43 
RF 144 r 1471771 7T14 3lf777l4Rl # IsfR 4 37l4 7^ 
F# 377f7 # fTTfRR 7774 4 #R7 7F 14# # 7^ 4 
44R ■^# RR 717 ■=#■ -471 # 4#7 MRcI 4r1t( (477) 
1W7I7c 4, 1972 4 iRfRRi TIR'MRIJRIi 1471 771 «7? I 
37t4 34474*m 1477 ■ 777 14 #4^ 4 7773 ^ 7 ^ Irrtr # 
F#t # TcTR #I 4 773 R ^ 3T77T ■3p#?Tf4 4 Tit 4 
7^ 7J777 4 # 347 FR W7 47X44 4 4 IrRIR 

# titel 377: 7R4 7«7T#RR57 # ItRFT SIR ^Rcl# 

7717 4 IrTTR RR 477 777 771 ^774 377«7T7t Rr4TT4 44 
4 RRR7 '54 r4^ # 4rTR cTTR 7# 14ll 771 I FR 7RR7 
377) T^TR) 4 7IR 17717 4 It^ SI7T RI74 7R 77377 
TRRTf 4 47R R+#R)7 7^4 7R 74^ # RTRm 7# t I 
374 3TfR77fei7 1471 771 # 14 T^IRl 4 377# 4 TFl' 
"4^7 Rr4 ■RR7 3773 4 Tit 4 '7777 IJTTl r4 # FR143 
3777 #771 37Rf7 ^77 7R RW 77 4 4# 71, 7 r 4 
SIR #771-77 4 Tern 17TR7 7R4 4 ^IR7 FTTRIRIRR 

4 374RI i-7-79 4 14757 RlT fs4 74 # 34 7TF 4 
RRIRR 4 7«# 37 TftfRRiT#' 4 ST^RK 34f7 4 ^17777 
t I 3774 37fRR4#r 1471 771 t 14 1#f^ 5-6-82 # 
3 r44 IrTT^RR Trim 1477 TTI t l #RRr TcTR 377134 
4 37I7R 77 #4^7 f#3 4 3T?KH RR4 RT7 4 447 cRR 
RR FRIRR 7# # TTRT ( #RR)' # 30-4-77 # 4qlPl'jd 
4 Rm TTf^ 77,14^ 3TOr7 #771 7 ft*#' # "^T# 4 
RRR7 14471 18-7-81 RRI 4rI 4 TFT I 37R7 #R77, 3R7 
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# 3M»T TT 3n«ITftcT ^ I 3^:^ W 

1^ -q ilT«qT ^ ST^cTN 

^ ■'rra t I f^viiT "sn^ i 

6. 9ifR^ -qy # ^ 

•91# ftr? T^’ 3191# 98J # 3ilT T9#17 

iraR, (9^»i^ 15 ^ 3n.u) •qn wi«i-'q5i 9^ 

T#faRi -efRcnqi TiTiT 119^ra?uf # silr 9##^ Tn^ # 

■# ■q# ^ I 

7. #qf ■q# •# [q^i'i 9RiM#rq ■# ^?^i ■q#, 

•q^ra# ^ 3Tf*i#3 •qr 'q*iT wi# 

•qftTft^R fqjqi •qqi i 

8. 9^1191 ■^’"qf ^1391't ^ 3191# PTq>3l«P ^ 

#qqt #fq C^) #i^qfqr 1 - 1-79 Tan# #1^ 
qR# 311^ ■# f^ra; 5 - 6-82 ■# ■gro f«ir# ■3f#i 
q^’jqiwra t? 

9 . W ^ fqgH iilqfq# sfqqr qq + 5 HI ^ 1^ 

3191# ^T#5R» IRI q? fqwftqqrq 39 ^ #qqj #1 ^gqsiii 

qq 3iq7R 1^ qsqi qil| # 'qq^q# 'f^ 1#n, #qqi qil 
^qifq^f^ # ■^qq 11 tH? # 3lfqq) 7?qq ©q^ci "qr 
■q# ■f^ qqi "I, qqf^ "fq# # #q^ # qil^ # 

qqfq# ^ ^ "gqi ■qiqi 31iq?q^ I 3191# 

1q#qqr‘^91# 3#^qr# TailiftcRuj# 39^ f^qfqr 1-1-79 
qil fH7w qiT^ •^ •'^ “qi # qi^ ■qqiqi «i3i3il ■#fei 
qi obll "3?# •qfqi sftr'qi •# tV)# •qqqr q^l '^qqif 

qq 3Tq7R f^, 319: 'qf 3})^ 'Sf#! Tliq -919^90 9^’ t I 

fqsH qfqf^q #qqr 'qq "9? # q# '^fi ^ 1% #Mqi •# 3n^ 
f^qfqi 1 - 1-79 ?ni w# ■#f^ qir 1^ «n q«ii '^qifq^ 

fWqi 18-7-81 qqi •q? sq^ 9 ^ 1 # -m ■!, sm: #qq? 

77IR<T %H wq 9191 qR!^ qq 3lfqqTRl -I I 

10. 3191# fq#qr^ # fqsrq •qfqf^q w# qq 
f^q qi# q# f^ •^ •qi# 3ifqqi siq# 
qrorfqqj ^ 3191# tq#qiqi •# Met ■#q# •qr# ■Rqq 
• 15 T qqi# q ■^#qqnj^qr qnq^[^iqn •q^Ri ■39 •qqiqn 
#q# 9191 q^ qrf^ q? aifqqi ^iqq qqr #q# '^f 7? H# I 
qfqqi ^ # 3i^ni-3i?Tq T^nq 97 3n# 31 ^ 19 - 31^19 "39 
qqr# '^, •q? ■qFrquTt 9 # "97 #991 qit '^^qif^Ti qn 

9911 3ll7 WI#qi79 99 317^ 799; # 9919^ 
9191 ^ I "ST# #991 •^ 319# '9719 "39 '991917 
#9# •9191 qit -t, 1 ^ 17#9 ■4’ 3191# gTTl 7*lT#q7191 

qq 39^ f#79 95# •^ ##> qrl ^997^ 9# 9 

qr[^ qq#T# 9# 9it 31iq7q9J9T 9#' t I 3191# H71 

9# 39^ 3fq9 13:9 -^qiwiq i 1 ^:siq 

xlflMq 3191# •qq q? # 9 # <6i ^ fti # 9 ^ ^ 9H9 


9 *^ 991917 '#9# 9191 'q>l 319: '[## ^'VR 91191 99 
SlfVqi#'9# t I 

11 . ## 9# 'SI71 xtcjd 9# ■qi 1799 fisTii ■qqi 1 

12. #991 Tifeqfw C^qq?) # •3991# 999=9 

31# 9N9-99 ^f, 9#1 •^f, qf% 9*# 9?! #?7iqT .t 991 
yidqRiOT '^i si# 1#i '9>t ' 51 =##, ^nNi-'qq q 791 R 9 * 9 =# 
9i\^ 9#9 •#? #91 q q? '991 •#[ #91 •% 1#l ?T7I 311# '^f 
'qi#19##9#'#31#t3TI5 #91 I #71# #1311 
9>«i9l#qT 'I I '91# "nqi? qq s# ■ 97 ^ t 
1# '99 71# t 1# ^7919} Tui^pq^e -4 39971 39 33 # 
11 '9if 3rf#<f ^ I ^ "q# q>? 7i97<n f# 9i# # # 

30 31#1, 77 #91 ^ feR7 # 9# I 9t##8im # 

•Jiqr? qq 3# qTSR t f# “-g^-q? #-9919# f#f#n ?rn 

9f## # ■q# #q# 9177*1977^ 7199 3t#l '#1 qft •#! qq 
•feTqi# 7lftf9S#3 •#! 9 977^ ^ 31#t 39'9719 9## # I 
9^ -q# -^-^TlfTiq; 9# 959 99591 f# -99# 9?1. 1 

fewM 7}f3p9#3 Sn# qq t "qi 9# I 9# 959 9^ [# 
f#l '5171 9f99# # '9# # #qi 95^ 9# # 39 ■#! '^' # 
#n'95\#qi# # 9ir971 957191 '91# # T9f^ 39#'glTl 
•^qi 'jsqi^ '399 311# qq 'feTqi# 7lfS!##3 9q?f 99- 1 
[#1# 26-5-81 9>[ sRiq# # 961 97^ [#91 '991 # I '99 
•qi^n 9719 1# sifqqi ^9 "q# # #9; 39# 519 319# sng 
9719 3if#9 9F71# # l" 

13. 3191# 1##r97 971 a# -R -qq!? TITI# 9917 # 
qqR 977# # f t '991? qq 'Tiqq-'qq #’ 9799 f f# 7q#q 

7it?q 31# si^qq'qq'{#197 24-1-1965 1^319# 3Trg 
40 9^991# # 3fl7'39# 31iqR97 3'i#1 '^i-nRifq 1 -1-1924 
Slf^-q## M«# =05 9T?qf979-999'^f 319# 31Tg 28-5-65 
# 47 9^ 9## # 119 99717 71#q 'f^ ■f#qi>TI# 9«9 
975 a 1#^ I 3# -991? qq 9799 t f# ija97 9^9 t# '971 
sng •#! 5 R 1 19## 9^ ^qigl# nqrq-'qq # 39917 •97 

7-5-1952 ■#33# 11 1# #, 397lqq sqqifqi 31Tg 
26-4-1919 311# 71# 1 3#q799l#qTti#7jqq79#9l^ 
79# Siqfq 997 3191# # #9131! # # 7# # 3#7q 
^#991971 ■'919^11977 319# trrj sog 5## # I '99=997 5171 
■# # 311#I 99# 977 371# Slfqqif#! qil #9 

319719 9779191 7191 *11 9? 7Jcl97 5t71 319# "jR! TRqr# 
■gqqisi! # 3119R 97 ■qiftq 'f#^ # ^ i T3ti97 7it?9 Rii 71 ^ 
■q#^q l7n# # 9717=7 Slfqqif#! # TIRRI 395 58 q4 # 
915 # ■^Slf -^i # 7#, 17lf#l, q? ■f9#q ■f^ 7191 ^ 
3lf9qif#T # firf*! 3# 9^ -^Sll # Iqqf# ^ # 
■#R 9? I## # 31997 # "^Tiq TIT# # '919 '9# ##, ■## 
##9 ftlf#r #91^ (#R) t#19, 1972 '^f f##T 91991# # 
31^1 '[#917191 *9 1 751197 Tiliq # 3191# # qq# 
1#f97 17-6-83 (3137Pqq7-2)5KT#'9f7jf#977f#17T91 
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qi ^ 3TI^ f^#f) 5-6-1982 ^ 

^ ^ ^^1 't' Q'^H ’’IT^ ^ 3Tfy«hM 't' I 

14. ^ m ^ «fiR> 1% ^ 

28-5-65 ^ 5m (3ig?p^-i) ■^' srr^ft 

Tf. 7 47 ^ ^ t I 3rai«ff ^raiF ^ 3n^ 

■4' «t^ rw 24-1-65 

STT^ 31)5 40 ^ 

1-1-1924 3Tf^ ?fl% ^raif ^ 5rffrRt^ ’^’ 

3D^-tt^ JRp ^ ■^ ! ■Jlft ■JtF 11R 

’4t t?PTr '3n^ 3TOT ^ 3Ti^^/Tiii*^n-m 3ff*i^ 
517) "3^ 3T)5 orf% 'W f afk 3ra4’ 3M4»1 

3Tf5 40 ^ cTT^ft i 'Jlk '371^ ^ W^ 153)^ 
28-5-65 ^ 5)75?) 5)^ 3)15 ^ 55nW f 

cil ^ 3)r«i5j^^ 11^ <i?g>i^ ^ ^ ^ 

I TJ?i M 37^g-d -^T-fl SWcliPI-); 
t 1% 3T5nKff 3)?!)=?) T7r?^5|jf 7T7«f73 f, 3715^ SRI 

%7ft *ft ^ f=)5^ ^ ^ 5^ 37)^ 5R) 5R^ 

^ ^ 51I«f3T-'>T^‘ ^ 55) -jfe 3^' 3)1 33^ afiT ^jRlfcTf*) 

3^ 7)1^ T^ 3)1^ 5)3M-m 3T*TBI) 57?TI^ 3^' 3^ 3^7 

■f3^ 7^7 ^ ft*lf?) ■5)3f3? 3rf33> 5)71 5? 31^-317)3 

335 ??1^ 31-<r<)7) ^ «lal4i 3^ R6411 ’fl' 4>4^|71 3)1 

33135^! ^ 7)33 37)33 35)-733=^ 7)73133 3)?7ra-il^c^^pf 

^ t 1 

15. 3nJI»Tf 331? 5RT 331^ 3^ 333 7)1?!))^ 5)33 

Attestation Form (3T3?F33)-1) 37 3T3cfl3)3 3>t (H ?7T^ 
5«3 3. 2 ^ 33^ 7). 7 33-33^(5) Date of Birth 

33 33773 3tt I ?7lt 5133733-3)f773 (7)t) ^f Ageof 

Matriculation 33 3^c)3 3l oli^l ^ I ?71 5)33 ^ 3»T7)3 
71. 11 "4 lSl33) 51715^ "4 3Sl 3^ 3^ 3l3)7l 3313373 

3t 3Tf^ #, %55 ?7T 713^ 3)353 3l 3)lf •^'3mf3 733^ 
13333 3133) 33)13 375)«S 133)33) m 3)31 '^13) 3)1^ 
37) 7133 9ll33) 3)1 7)# "f^tlf?Tr3 “5^ 3)33)T7l 7)^ 1 

315331 33)? 7)6fiH 7r3R 4 ^^3)4 5)f33<fOT ^ 3)?T f ^ 5)37f 
53. 1 4’ 7ll?3 5ro 313^ 31)5 ^ ^ 

5)7)^5713)1 3I7?)r33) 3^^lf?Tr3 ^ 7R4 7f ^37)^ 3^ 

3)^ 33l I 331? 4 5)13371^ 4' 7W 7^7 37 3)?) 11^ W 
71^ t 3?f f35f^ 7)33 335 ^ 73^3 *31 

-4101 't 3)1 33^53-33 4’' 'J»l 'Jticll 'i’ I 33^33-33 3)1 5)f3 
?3ll 5)71 ■'3PH?r13 4' 375?) 3^' 3)1 33l t, ?m 71)3 41 
3^ 31)31 I 5R) 7133-33 ^ 35 71. 3 4 '^ 335 
7)13^ 3Tf33)«T3 1^ 3^ t, 33^-33 ^ 31I3R 37 ^ 1^ 

34 f I 33)? 4 7)33-33 4' 3? Ml 3)<13 1^ t ^ ''J?)3) 
7il?3 ftl? 34 3)5 #3 5T7T ^Rl PRcljl ^ ^3I5f3?) 5T3I’3-33 
^ 53)37 37 ^3^ 7-5-1952 34 33 34 U 1^ Ml I ?7)34 
33)37 37 7)1?3 iTf? 3)1 JOrg 26-4-1919 333)1 33l 1 ?7) 
7)13^ M 33)? 3)) 5jf?)37lOT Mi 3? 3;?3) 113) 3)3 7il?3 f^ 


5)7) l3^ 34 7)14713)1 ?3)^ 133)3 34 7)147) ^ 1^ 3)1? 3)4 
34 5nM3T ^ 33 7il?3 flT? M14^ 7)147) 3^3313 34 3)3 

34 341 34 3753 ?14 37 ^ 3))33)3 M 7)1?3 fw 34 3TTg 
3Tf3)3 ?14 37 7tl?4 14? ^ q)«lfq<t> 3Tig3)T33I3^ I 331? 
4 334 3)?T 113) ?34 1374^ 3)3)t' "4 7il?3 14? 34 33g 
7734.4 33 %^3)7 3)133)171 3^ 144)^ ^ 1S73l4 

5131^-33 M' 7)1?3 14? 34 31)g 34 Ml I 3*13 3l 3# Ml 3? 
3^' 33)3) 33) 114) 7Tl?3 Iw 4 '431 34 4l3)7l '5?3 t 4 34 
. 5rf*f3T-33 3:3 MTT 13)3I, 3) ^ '57134 3)lf 5)1?) 4?) ^ I 33)? 
4 ?7) 7)13=^ ■4 5)f337la^ut 4' 7<7S5 3)?T 14) ?34 5)7) 

■ftV'l 14? 5RI 5)75?) 14'7)143 ^53)3 '3)15f)M3T-33 33)37)1 
37 5)75?) '^' ^ t I 

16. '^TD 14) ■3)37 3P4?) 143) 331 4 14) ?tl3'3i 5)7) Ml^ 
4 5)^)7J7) 4 41 7*1131 37 33)31 341 517)3-517)3 51Tg ^ 
3)3 3J5 Ml 5153*4 5)7) 53^ 733^ '3)1^ 51313-33 3^' 14)3) 
■331 3 31 ^ 71?3T33 ■f4>3T 331 547 3f33) ^ 7373)4)3 5133 
1443) 28-5-65 4 5I)«Tf ?)133) "4 5ml 31Tg 47 34 3 ?)t 41 t 
ft)7)^ 333)7 37 ?7ra4 43)14^ f?)f3 28-5-76 flMl 3)1^ 
sik '371 7)33 ^ ^53 43)13^14) 3)7 (431 313) '3)1?)^, 14)^ 
473 3^' 14)3) 331 I 315)r*lf 133)33) 5)7T 5)7g?) 3313 4 43) 
43) 71*3'M1 3lfMcrl<a 34 3733)r7l 25-6-81 3)1 ?l3] 3cti3l 331 
'I, 3314) 33433)3707 ?l143) 5)7) 5)7g3 7))S?3f^ 5133 4 
3f% 5T7g ^ aiJTTR ?lfil^ 3)1 ?7 i 4 ^ ^ 43)14^??) 3)7143) 
3l3) 3tf8<< *1), 14)^ T^TO '3?114)3) '33) I 7)3 3*3l 4 '3? 
7f3^’?l?n 14) 5)143)4 '3)3g?r3)7 33l43?11 4 3)lf 3) [4 3^ 
14)31 374^733 3)3)*)f 133)3 5)71 7)?1 3133^4 51)31 3)74 33 
513)71 3^‘ t4nH 33) 1 

17. 5))*lf Sft3) 3)1 515nMf 513 7*1)3) 4114314)4 3)4 ^ 
51)471 f<3lT«?) I -1-79 34 315nMl 3) 31)47) 143)3) 5-6-82 ^ 
5)711477314)3)'3314114) T713443)f4f?) 1431^ 18-7-81 ^ 
7)333 1) 'll)? 4 Ml 3lf33) 7133 37^ 14)3)'331'! sin ?71^ 
1^ ?i4t 3) ^ 34f 7^33) 3?! 41 331 I 3?) 33) 14) 43)13^3 
34 7133 33) Ml W 51)47) ^ TPRRl 4 34f 3))43)?1 3?1' 34 
3^4 3*3 '43lPrf 3 ^ Tff4 733 7133 373)5, ?lf33) 34 ^ 

3 '34 341 313717 P:4 p7")l 51l4?l 13773 3)7 1431 33T 
'4114> f4«SIOl 1334?) ■! ! 33?) 14433 4 '3? 

14^)4 133)17)1 3IC1I 'f 14) 315)1*1113313)3) '5)71 6)143) 34 7*T)3l 
■MUM? ^74 '^4 51)47)14313) 1-1-79 34 31)471143)3) 5-6-82 
^ 5)3 ^R73 3)73) 3^ T?3 ^3137133 3?f I I 

18. ?7fl 14471 (454^) 3)T 1T3) 3)3 3)143) 34 12 33? 

33) 5T5nMf 5)3 7*331 4114?) 3^' 3)74 ^ 7)^331 4' Ml 7?T t, 
14)^ 3)3?)'4l3! ^ 3%)-Mh 1314)74 513)R 3)) 143)5 5134 

517) 5I7g?) 3lfM3)*13l 4 3^' 33)311 3 34^ 73CT Ml '4?) '3^’ 
14)311 ) 3133)34143)3) 1-1-7951)47) 5)7) 7«l)3l'3lf43 
'3R 1431 331 315; 313 3? 14^ 331^51*1 3T?II f I 
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?ra -cf^H bht ^ :?njci -qj? ici 

i ? 

20. '^' 311*1? fw 5(Plct) "J^) 

^«i--cra R ^*R ^ -q^ 27 - 2 - 8 O 

31-12-81 

^ fqt^ 1^qi f^sra^ ■afii "s^. i i i 
[hcii ^ ■qs 18-7-81 ^ ski fer^iq ■qiT r<^i 

31 ?^ 31^ 4 ««qi. 2 ^ 1 3 rfOT^ 'sni 

Ml'q ob<q ^ 'T? ^MfqicT ^ T?Tq *1^ 

■q^, ^FTTEH ■=#’ '^qiqr ■rqi, w ■A' 3(fiTq8ji 

n ^ *^ ^3flf% 3JT?f ^5^ 3 rniT.S t I 

yRiq^jt 4,«f) ■qq qn 'sht fq*?? F^i^qO 3jfq 31 ^ 
■ 5 ^ 9 t l^raq’ fw ■?:? ^qcttq qRqi qiWT, qq^ 

■ 3 ^^ ftm q?i ^TTH qn ^nuR qr*ft q^’ fqjqr i '^^qrtq^ 
q?\ f^qfqi 18 - 7-81 qi? qnfqtf? ^ 1 fqqi 

wqfH?-qitMq? 18-7-81 qit-^qifq^l^^^qrtMq 
qq? qq fqfq fqqt^qqr qn swiqFT q? ^qan qii fqqr 
qqi iT?i 3 iqiK'£|^ 1 qqTq 3 ?'^qr?-fqqfq 318 - 7 - 8 I qqi aifq^ 
■qiq? q^ I fqqi qtfq 1 % ^ ft q;^ srq Riq^ 'A’ ?ifq^ 
3?cft ^ (sjcftqiqi) qift qiFq qiqiq? qit 
qq 3Fq q^qt^qq qi f 1 

21 . 3i3n«fi qqif -Reftq ■qqn f w 7qq»i f 3iq^ 

qnq-qq f q? qRtq f 1^ Tjqqj qciq q^qM*i 

%?3H cFRq 3lfqqjf^ qi? TlTO-q aiT^ 58 qf ^ qK ft 

fqisif f q^ if, §tiRiij, q? fqfq Rrqi qqr Ri srfqqrff m qit 
Rfqq 3imq^fqi3TfqitfHqfqciqqf ^ftTBq^tqrft ft 
y=Fi< q q?FT cqft qiq qft fff 1 qpq 'fqft t^^-tisit qr 
OTvrftq Fqiftqrpji qit Rnq qn:•jf' 18 - 7 - 8 I qf 3i3ii*f ^ 
-sif?! f feiqi fqjqi qHi qfqR qffwRqt f ^jf^iqr '^qiqfqq 
f I 

22 . q!7 q? arRqi R>qi qqi 1^ qit froq 

qii Tf I 8 - 7 - 8 I qtt sTsnff ■f ■siR?! f feiqr fq>qr qiqr 
qfqR qftferfqqf f i{uf«qi ':qiqfqq f, I 8 - 7 - 8 I 
feiqiRs Rfq ciqi ■qqq ■?sqqtqqqi aiRqt q>t Rtth qft 
fqrqi qqi, qr^ nqifq^ Rfq 'f' qrqRj^Rqrqi 5-6-82 qit 
wjiftqTpn ^ 3Tf^ RqfR'ii 1-1-79 froq Riqr qqi 1 w 

m q*q iqqi t Ri fqiR^ qtt Rfq qqr qffqr qrt 
-c^qqt Rif-^ifif qq 31 R 71 RqRr 1 - 1-79 R?iqiq qi sifqqq 
Rfq qqr qffqr ■?«nft qrfqrft *ii 1 sraift f qffqr qrt qf 
f?FT qiiq Rf qR ^ Tnq^ f 3nsif R qq ufiisqq f qq 
RqTq33i-8-83 (3T5?rq^-3) f qf qf%Rrqrt; 

“1 am to state that as you were not a permanent 
employee on the date of your retirement, you are entitled 
only to benefits under the Contributory Provident Fund 
Scheme.” 


[h'ART 11-:5LL.JV^‘;j 

23. 3iqiq?qlqqR3iri^9R1/04627/2(515)80A!71/trfqq/ 
674 qfqqr wl^'i RR R ft Rqrt^ ir^RRq qtRr 3 1 - 12 - 8 1 
qrt Rdi4< ftf qiqiT f, R ^‘-n-q f f q«ii qqRr 678 RqiRrq 
27-2-80 (3lWr5^2 (qRR Rqff R qfd qf qf qiqiqqiq 
R firq^ f t qqr Rqrff^ siRtiR 27 RqfRq 18 - 7 - 8 I 

f qq 3Tfqrq f “shri Sohan Singh, Heavy Vehicle Driver, 
C.T. Pool Section hereby retired from Government Service 
with effect from the afternoon July 18,1981”. 

24. 3iqrR qqq qqqRqrq R 3iqRtqrq f 7q^ t Rr 
3n*if ?ifq^ R fqrff^ stRti qqr f qi«if ?ifqqr R Rqftq 
qrtf qsq ■siRrq qft' f, 3i«iR 3nff qffq’ qrt fqrff^fqr R 
qqqicf 311^1 ftf qiR Rrft ft qif Rffiq qqq f qffq qqt 
Rrqrqqr'l 1 

25. 3M*if^ ?iffqr qrt RfqfqqRqfRrq 31-8-83 
(■3i^[5TRqr-3) f qffq' qrt ffrq qft fqqrq R qrrqq qqqft 
■fqrfq^fq qtt RqRr qrt T^nqt qft’ ftqi aiRrq Rrqi qqr f, 
qrqRr qqq fqiRffq 3iR?i RqfRrq 18 - 7 - 8 I qf qffqr 
Tsiiqt *11 I •sifqqr qrt oti*?! R aqf?! RqRr 1 - 1-79 ?rq 
T*Tiqt ftRq Rrqi qqi *q alti fqrR^fq fqff qqr ■fl| Rqfq 
3 iR?t qff *111 3iqrR qw q«q t Rr qffqr qRq ftR 
(Tjqqr) fqiR^ qft Rfq 18 - 7-81 qrt wq »q qqr qqR 

qiq 5-6-82 R siRvi ^ qqq Tqrqtqrrq 3 k?i qrt froq 
Rrqi qqi sq 1 RqRr 1 - 1-79 R wrqtqrqq aq^ qrt eiffqr 
■ftfqRRRfqitq^ 3 iR^ RqfRrq 18-7-81 qqrRrft ft 
3iqrn f Rr^q qft Rrqi qqt sR qi ft ^df m qft qq qqr q^ 
aiRq R^ qnf qiqq qft| ftfei ft Rqi q*q ■:qiq qr fqfqqr 
RnsRT qit qtqfeiqi qrqf ^ rfqjR^ ^ qrqqq 11 qr? 
qrqtti; RqRr 5 - 6-82 ^ 3tR?t uq qqq Fqiqtqrqq aiRyt 
Rriq qqr afft qqf 3n*ff qtfqr qft qi ft ^ qqi 
qR qi ft rqqqt q^ 317^ qqf qn qft^ siqqi: Rqi 1 qrai*?? ^ 
qqqqq RqfRrq 31-8-83 (3ijHHq-3) f q? afRrq Rrqi 
qqi t Rr fqiR^Rq ^ Rq arfqqr T^qiqt qf: qi fqfRq ffH 
qim qff Rqr qqi 1 ift 3tqrR qsft ^ Rpoi-qft qqRr 
340 RqRr 17-6-83 (3T^eqqqr-2) f qft qqt t 1 3rqrR 
qrqq> qtqiRgR qft Rfq qqr wft «ii akaqnft'^Tqrqtqrqn 
qrt stRTj-RqRr 1 - 1-79 qqrRci «q 1 aqi; ^fqqrffq RR 
(Tjqqr) qft Rqqi^qR ffn qttq qff ff qft qrrqqif tRct 
q;q’ •^qtqfqq qfi f flk q? Rqqi^FiR qfiq ^qq 3i?q qrR 
qri airfqqrtft tcni f l 

26. Rqrfq: aMft RqRtqr ?jq 3n*Tf qffqr (^jqqr) 
fRq RR qft RqRr 1 - 1-79 "f 'Tsqqt qtRq Rrf qft ^ 
arRq qft siRti RqfRrq 5-6-82 'srq Rtth Rrq ^Jttf qft 
qrpRift q«ti f?Tq qnq q Rf qnf qft ^mift qfRq qq 
^qiqfqqqfit i^«ifqqrftfqfw(^gqqr) qrt I 8 - 7-81 
■f ^qtR^Rrqrqqif, aqi: ft fqqqi^qn arqifT Rqtqqr f 
fqiq '^q 3rr<T qrR qri affgrrft f 1 ^fRr arffRia qq qfqqr 


II 
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^ 'T'loRlfHS 3fr«^fn^ ^ ^ t, 

^ ^ ^ WRi ^ ^ 3Tf«mtt 1^ 

^ f I 

hRuuhcI; *rR?T «<«bl<, ?PT Hdld-H, ^ Rr<rtll ?RI 
^ ??T 'Sl^ srfMftfbfe ^ 'Solfel 
t % 3TJll«ff MjRT 'g^ TF3TWH 

f%^3Icjt^ 3T55rf^ *1WI 't'l'il SRI gd4) «Rl<^ WlsH fW ^ 

1 -1 -79 ^ T*^Pft M^Rld 1^ ^ 311^ ^ 

5-6-82 ^ SRI RRRT 't>l4«(i6l rI*IT ’^?F7 HIR ^ 

'311^ ^ '=bl4=ll6l <jf4(i ^ I '^if^ ?lfR^ 

ftf? C^) 18-7-81 ^ 1%qi Tpir f, 

3Rf; 4t IwnjRR anjpff RraW*' ^ %h ^ w<i ^ ^ 

3TRI- t I ^ 3TfR^ TR fw ^ TJfg 

^ Rlfttl 3n^?igRR ^sragRI tRS 

R RWrlftr?’ ■3 I*iPm ^ ■>4 ^?*llPl(T 'i', 3Rf: ^ TJcRFI 

#FR R% ^ 3T3I«ff RRRIJRR ^ 

cim ^ niRT ^ ^ siR?^ 11 

ar^RtjT Twf, ':’Trai«R^ 
25 Rt4, 2010 

an. 1016. —sJldlPw Rf*5is aiRiRpiq, I947 (1947 
^ 14) nit MRI 17 ^ aig^RDI '4", ch'jOn RRRR Mkd 
nifnRTH r^lffT^S ^ ^ RT#5Wf ^ -y# 

'^4'hi<f ^ 4)^, aignn PtR'* 3?lfejlp!«b Rrais rt^ir 

aMndT arf^nR^/sm ^qraRin-2, ^ 'rme ( wit 

40/2003) nit ydilfsitd <*>(41 i,'3fr «id>unfr25-3-2010 
nit niRT ^3?i «ni 

[R. ^-30011/31/2003-anf 31R(^)] 
niR^ aifnniT^ 

NewDeIhi»the25th March,2010 

S« O, 1016.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref, No.40/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court- 
2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 25-3-2010. 

[No. L-300I l/3iy2003-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO. 2, MUMBAI 


1^1 

PRESENT 

A-A. LAD. Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGlT-2/40 OF 2003 

Bmplyers in Reiaticn to the Management of Bharat 
Petroieum Corporation Limited 

The Deputy General Manager, 

Bharat Petroleum Corporation Limited, 

Bharat Bhawan, 4 & 6, 

Currimbhoy Road, Ballard Estate, 

Mumbai-40001 ... First Party 

AND 

Their Workman 
The General Secretary, 

Bharat Kamgar Karamchari Mahasangh, 

5, Navalkar Lane, 1st floor; 

Prathana Samaj, Girgaon, 

Mumbai^00004 ... Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For The Employer ; Mr. R. S. Pai, Advocate 

For The Workman ; Mr. J. H. Sawant, Advocate 

Date of Passing the Award : 12-2-2010 

AWARD 

1. The reference is sent to this Tribunal b^the Under 

Secretary of Central Goveniment, The Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour by its Order No. L-30011/31/2003- 
(IR-M) dated 29th July, 2003 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 
(2 A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 to 
decide: , 

''Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd., Marketing Division 
Mumbai in terminating the services of Shri 
G. S. Kelshsikar, is justified? If not, to what relief the 
concerned is entitled? 

2. Statement of Claim is filed by the 2nd Party 
concerned Workman at Exhibit 11. Said was replied by the 
1 St Party by filing Written Statement at Exhibit 14. 

4. Meanwhile both by Exhibit 19 and 20 requested to 
dispose off the Reference. Hence, the order: 

ORDER 

In view of the Exhibits 19 and 20 Reference is 
disposed off in Lok Adaiat. 

Bombay, 12-2-2010 


A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE LOK ADALAT HELD ON 
12TH FEBRUARY, 2010 ^ 

PRESENT 


1. Mr. M. B. Anchan, Advocate. 

2. Mr. M. E. ShikhiC, Representative. 

3. Ms. Praja Kulkaini, Advocate. 

Reference No. CGlT-2/40 of 03 

B.P.C.L. 

Vs. 

Bhartiya Kamgar Karamchari Mahasangh 
For the Management ; Mr. R. S. Pai, Advocate 
For the Union : Mr. J. H. Sawant, Advocate. 

Mr. Jai Prakash Sawant for the Union on files the 
application for withdrawal of the above reference. 
Application taken on record and marked Ex. 20. The 
reference is sent the Award to the Learned Tribunal. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRULTRI BUN AL NO. 2, MUMBAI 

Ref. No. CGIT. 2/40 of 2003 
Petroleum Corporation Limited .... First Party 
l\ 

i Fcir Workman ... Second Parly 

Application for disposal of the Reference for 
want of Prosecution 
MAY i i PLFASF: your i lONOUR 

As there are no institutions from the workman either 
to the Union as to the advocate and as the First Party has 
given undertaking to pay all dues to the workman, it is 
prayed that the Reference may kinds be disposed off for 
want of prosecution. 

Mumbai, Dated; 12-2-2010. 

.lAI PRAKASH SAWANT, Adv. 

for Second Party 

R. 5. PAI, Advocate 
for the Corporation 

^t^,25 2010 

^.3TT. iOlT.—1947 (1947 
m 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^ 

qr 65/ '08) ^ 

25-3-20K ^41 I 

[X. .:^-: .;::2/34/2008-3^T^3IK(RiI)] 


New Delhi, the 25th March, 2010 

S,0. 1017.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
65/2008) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
Labour Court, Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management oftNew India Insurance Co. Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Centra! 
Government on 25-03-2010. 

[No. L-17012/34/2008-lR(M)] 
, KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SR! RAM PARKASH, HJS, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR-COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 65 of 2008 

BETWEEN 

Sri Amar Singh S/o of Late Gainda Lai Valmiki, 
House No. 37/218, Nagia Padi, 

Agra 

And 

The Divisional Manager, 

The New India insurance Co. Ltd, 

Block No. 40, Sanjay Place, Sky Tower, 

Agra. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government MOL, New Delhi vide 
notification no. L-17012/34/2008-1R(M) dated 26- 
8-2008 has referred the following dispute to this 
tribunal for adjudication. 

2. Whether the action of the management i.c. 
Chairman-cum-Managing Director, The New 
India Assurance Co. Ltd., Mumbai & Divisional 
Manager, the New India Assurance Co. Ltd. , 
Agra in not regularizing the services of Sri Amar 
Singh Pari Time Sweeper and at the same time 
terminating his services with effect from 
14-5-2007 is just fair and legal? What relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to? 

3. Brief facts are that Central Government has sent 
the aforesaid reference for decision according 
to law, but after issuing of notices to both the 
parties since 4-9-08 and whereas opposite party 
has put in his appearance on the next date i.e. 
13-10-08 and continuously appearing in the 
case, but the claimant did not appear and filed 
any claim statement. In the absence of the claim 
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statement opposite patty has not filed the written 
statement, but in the arguments he stated that 
the action of the management is justified and 
legal. Therefore in the given circumstances it is 
not possible to decide the relief in htvour of the 
° claimant; hence claim is decided against the 
claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

Date. 16-03-2010 RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 

26 ^ 1^,2010 

1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ VRT 17 ^ 

^ ^ ^"4wT ^ 

^ 58/95 ) 
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New Delhi, the 26th March, 2010 

S.O. 1018.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.58/95) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Jabalpur now as shown in the AnneXure in the Industrial 
Dispute.between the employers in relation to the 
management of M. P. State Mining Corporation and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
c. 26^3-2010. 

[No.L-290l2/95/94-IR(M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

JEFORETHE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDt iS rRIALTRIBUNAIXlJM-lJU^^ 
JABALPUR 

No.CGIT/LC/Ry58/95 

Presidini^ Officer: Shri Mohd. Shakir 

Secretaiy', 

Chhattisgarh Mines ^ »niik Sangh, 

Branch Baradwar, 

Baradwar, 

Distt. Bilaspur (MP) ....Workman/Union 

Vei' »s 

Assistant General M a jvcr (Mines), 

M. P. State Mining Corporation, 

Branch Baradwar, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) ., Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 2nd March, 2010 


1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-29012/95/94-IR(Vividh) dated 20-3- 
95 has referred the following dispute for adjudication by 
this tribunal:— 

1. “Whether the demand of Chhattisgarh Mines 
Shramik Sangh for 25% increase in the wages of transport 
contract workers (Piece Rated) w.e.f 1 -4-92 at par with the 
25% rise in the wages of piece rated workers of Dumarpara 
Dolomite Mines as per settlement dated 15-6-93 and 
payment of differential wages to the transport contract 
workers (Piece Rated) directly by M. P, State Mining 
Corporation Ltd. from 1-4-92 to 31-3-94 is justified? If so, to 
what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

2. “Whether the demand of Chhattisgarh Mines 
Shramik Sangh for payment of DA @ Rs. 4,04 paise per 
day to the transport contract workers (PR) w.e.f. 1 -4-91 at 
par with piece rated workers of Dumarpara Dolomite Mine 
of M.P. State Mining Corporation Ltd., Baraduar, as per 
the settlement dated 9-11 -91 directly by M.P. State Mining 
Corporation Ltd., Baraduar, is justified ? If so, to what relief 
the workmen are entitled? ” 

2. The case of the Union in short is that a tripartite 
settlement took place on 15-6-1993 under the chairmanship 
of Asstt. Labour Commissioner (Central), Bhopal, M.P.from 
the non-applicant management and the Union for 25% 
increase in the wages of the piece rated workers w.e.f. 1 -4- 
92 and to pay the arrears to the said workers by May, 1994. 
The mines transport contract labours are also within the 
perview of piece rated workers. They were also entitled to 
get 25% increase fate of wages w.e.f I -4-1992 and its arrears. 
It is stated that the non-applicant management accepted 
the said demand of the mines transport contract labours 
(piece rated) vide Letter No. A.G.M./M/3621,3622 dated 
12-2-1994 and recommended to M. P, State Mining 
Corporation Ltd., for increasing the wages @ 25% to the 
Mines Transport contract labour. It is stated that the 
decision was taken to increase the alleged rate of wages 
but the same was not paid to the workers. The forther case 
is that an another tripartite settlement was done on 10-1 -92 
for payment of special DA @ Rs. 4.04 per Hay w.e.f. 1-4- 
1991 but the same was not paid to Transport Labours (piece 
rated). It is submitted that the reference be answered in 
favour of the Union. 

3. The management appears to have not filed any 
V/ritten Statement in the case ivi spite of appearing in the 
case. 

1 On of the record, it appears that 

subsequently the Union became absent. The then Tribunal 
proceeded the proceeding ex-parte against the Union on 
12-7-05. 

5, The burden is on the Union to prove the case. As 
such it is clear that in absence of any evidence of the 
Union, the Union has failed to establish that Transport 
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contract labour {piece rated) were entitled to get increase 
rate of wages w.e.f 1*4-92. This is a case of no evidence. 
The learned counsel for the management submits that the 
burden was on the Union and when the Union has failed to 
discharge his burden, the management has no need to 
proceed with the reference. Accordingly the reference is 
answered againstlhe'Union . 

6. In the result, no dispute award is passed without 
any order to costs. 

7. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Govemmentoflndia, Ministry of Labour and Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
26 2010 

^.31T. 1019 —srfqpPlR, 1947 (I947 
^ 14) ^ tim I7 # ^f, 

fa ^ ^R4l'il4>T 

ch4<+>RT ^ 

jjmi 18/2002) ^ TTOfW t, 

^ 26-3-2010 ^ 3ir<l isn «1T I 

[U -^-30011/85/200l-3n^3TR (titt)] 

New Delhi, the 26th March, 2010 

S.O. 1019.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
18/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-2, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Hindustan Petroleum Corp. Ltd,, 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
G ovemment on 26-3-2010. 

[No. L-30011/85/200 MR (M)] 
KAMAL BAKHRU, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALN0.2, MUMBAI 

Present: A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CG IT-2/18 of 2002 

Employers in relation to the Management of 
Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. 

The General Manager (P & A), 

Mumbai Refinery, 

P.O. Box No. 18820, 

B, D. Patil Marg, Mahul, 

Mumbai-400008 . ..First Party 


V/s. 

Their Workmen 
The General Secretary, 

Petroleum Employees’ Union, 

Tel-Rasayan Bhavan, Tilak Road, 

Dadar, Mumbai-400014 .Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For the Employer: S/Shri M. M. Verma, B. D .Biradar, 

P. K. Raveendranathan, 
Advocates. 

For the Workmen : Mr. Jai Prakash Sawant, Advocate, 
Date of reserving the Award: 5-1-2010. 

Date of passing the Award: 4-2-2010. 

AWARD 

The matrix of the facts as culled out from the 
proceedings are as under: 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-30011/85/2001-IR (M) dated 11-1-2002, 
dated 6th March, 2002 in exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Hindustan Petroleum Corp, Ltd., Mumbai refinery, Mahul, 
Mumbai in extending the provisions of work Clothes/ 
Protective Clothing though they are also workman covered 
under the Factories Act, 1948 justified? If not, what relief 
the workman are entitled to T 

2. To support the subject matter involved in the 
reference, the Sattlement of claim is filed by the 2nd Party 
, through its Genera! Secretary at Exhibit 6 , stating and 
contending that, the workmen employed in the clerical 
category at the floor of the 1 st Party which is known as 
Mumbai Refinery which is run by 1st Party are entitled to 
uniforms/work clothes. It is case of the Union that, 
Management has arbitrarily and unlawfully withdrawn the 
said facility, which had become service condition from 199 L 
According to Union said decision not providing work 
cloth/uniform of the 1st Party without intimating and 
without discussing it with the 2nd Party is illegal. It is case 
of the Union that, 1st Party cannot withdraw such facility 
since workmen are entitled to said facility. It is case of the 
Union that, since the workmen are entitled to get the said 
facilities, 1st Party be directed to provide work clothes/ 
protective cloths /uniforms to the workmen employed in 
the clerical category by the Management in the Bombay 
Refinery. 

3. This is disputed by the 1st Party by filing Written 
Statement at Exhibit 10 stating and contending that, it is 
true that, initially the clerical category working at Mumbai 
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Refinery were in receipt of uniforms/ work clothes. 
According to 1st Party said facility was available till 
11 -1 • 1989, Then Settlement took place under Section 18(1) 
read with Section 2 (p) of the Industrial Disputes act, 1947. 
Mr. A.R.Naik , Genei:^! Secretary of the Union was 
signatory, on behalf of the Union , on the said settlement 
where it was agreed for withdrawal of the protective cloths/ 
uniform facility to the clerical staff working the Mumbai 
Refinery. According to 1 st Party, said benefit of providing 
protective clothes/uniforms were given up for all the 
employees as per said settlement and the said benefit was 
computed in terms of the money as per settlement which 
took place between the Union and 1 st Party and said facility 
is provided on year to year basis in the form of terms of 
money to the employees. It is case of the 1st Party that, 
providing work clothes/uniforms is not service condition 
or cannot become service condition as alleged by the 
Union. U is case of the 1 st Party that, clerical staff does not 
come under the category of the workman and that, they are 
not entitled for work clothes/uniforms. It is case of the 1st 
Party that, as per Settlement dated 17th march, 1991 which 
was signed by the Union between the Union and the 1 st 
Party. It is case of 1 st Party that, the previous condition of 
providing uniform/work clothes was modified and as per 
that all field staff employees working in the maintenance 
Department , Operations Department , Fire and safety 
Department , laboratory. Inspection Department and 
working in similar type who would need such work clothes/ 
uniform would be given cotton material for protective. It is 
case of the 1st party that, as per that Settlement which took 
place on 17-3-1991, 1st Party agreed to provide work 
clothes/uniforms to the employees working on the sight 
and withdrawn the supply of Uniforms/work cloth facility 
to the clerical staff working in the Mumbai Refinery. It is 
case of the I st party that. Management has not stopped 
computation of monetary benefits to the clerical staff which 
is merged into subsequent benefits given to the clerical 
staff, therefore, as a right they cannot claim the benefits. 
So it is submitted that, prayer prayed by the Union be 
rejected. 

4. Rejoinder is filed by the Union at Exhibit 16 on the 
same lines and contentions as taken in the Claims Statement. 

5. In view of the above pleadings Issues were framed 
as Exhibit 21 which I answer as follows: 

ISSUES FINDINGS 

K Is demand of the Second No 

party Union justified? 

2. Are they entitled for relief No 
as sought? 

3. What order? .As per Order below 

REASONS: 


ISSUESNOS.1&2: 

6. Union made out the case that, members of the 
Union working in the clerical category on the floor of the 

-tst Party in the Mumbai Refinery are also entitled for 
uniform/work clothes. It is case of the Union that, it was a 
practice and had become service condition. It is case of the 
Union that, arbitrary 1 st Party has stopped providing work 
clothes/uniforms from 1991 and as such has committed 
breach and has introduced illegal change which require to 
be set aside with directions to the 1st Party to provide 
such Uniforms/work clothes to the workmen working in 
the clerical category of Mumbai refinery. This is disputed 
by the 1st Party stating that, earlier settlement which took 
place between the 1st Party and the 2nd party initially bind 
1st Party to provide uniforms/work clothes to the clerical 
category workmen working of Mumbai Refinery. However, 
as per Settlement dated 19-3*1991 said facility is withdrawn 
and as per that, workmen working in the clerical category 
in Mumbai Refinery of 1st Party, are not entitled now for 
the said facility. It is case of the 1 st Party that, said facility 
is computed in money in place of Uniforms/work clothes 
and is merged in monetary benefits and as such it cannot 
become service condition. 

7. To prove that no evidence is led by the Union. 
However, Management lead evidence by filing affidavit at 
Exhibit 24 ofNarayan Shiva Mane, in lieu of his examination- 
in-chief who gave same case contending that, the workmen 
working in clerical category in Mumbai refinery are not 
entitled for Uniform/work clothes as per settlement dated 
17-3-1991 and as such prayer does not have any substance. 
In the cross he states and submit that, Union cannot seek 
relief as prayed in the claims statement. On that 1st Party 
closed its evidence by filing closing purshis at Exhibit 26. 
Written arguments are filed by 1 st Party at Exhibit 27 which 
are replied by the 2nd Party at Exhibit 28. 

8. The case of the 1st Party is that, initially clerical 
category employees were getting uniforms/work clothes, 
however, as per settlement dated 17-3-1991 said facility 
was withdrawn and the workmen working in clerical 
category in Mumbai Refinery are now not entitled for 
uniforms/work clothes and said is computed in terms of 
money and is merged with the monetary benefits. As far as 
Settlement dated 17-3-1991 is cor emed it is not dispute. 
Nothing is shown by the Union on which basis they are 
claiming the relief sought of providing work cloth/unifonm 
for the clerical staff working in the Mumbai Refinery? 
Against that, 1st Party succeeds in proving its case that, 
as per Settlement dated 17-3-1991 workmen working in 
clerical categoiy of Mumbai Refinery are not entitled for 
uniforms/work clothes. 

9. Besides looking to the purpose of providing work 
clothes/uniforms it reveals it is provided as safety measures 
and is protective one. As far as clerical staff is concerned 
they are not supposed to come in contact with any 
machinery or accident or any type of other unavoidable 
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things which may cause injury on their body as happens in 
the case of workers working ir actual field like workers 
working in the Mumbai Refinery . The clerical staff is 
working within the four walls. They are not supposed to 
work at or near the place where machines are installed or 
on machines. When clerical staff members are not supposed 
to work on the site or on the machines and when they are 
working within four walls as well as under the shelter in my 
considered view, the meaning of uniform/work clothes does 
not match with clerical staff. 

10, Besides, generally we know in the labour field 
blue coller and white coUer. Even it is distinction from white 
coller and blue coller is generally a symbol of workmen 
working on machine and said workman has to work on the 
site whereas white coller are supposed to work within the 
four walls under shelter or ceiling . Even while making 
distinction between the work of blue coller and white coller 
workmen they are not treated at par or on same line and 
level. In the labour field blue coller is symbol of workmen 
working on machines or in the field whereas white coller is 
symbol of workmen working within the four walls under 
shelter. 

11. When that is the position and when workmen 
were in the clerical category and it is not shown as to why 
they are in need of uniforms/work clothes and why they 
require protective clothes as expected or as require to the 
workmen working in the field of machines, in my 
considered view workmen working in clerical category 
though working in Mumbai Refinery are not entitled for 
the uniforms/work clothes. Besides if at all they are in 
need of it, they can give Charter of Demands to the Party 
on which there will be discussions between 1st Party and 
Union. Unless and until Union succeeds in showing that, 
employees working in clerical category working in the 
Mumbai Refinery are entitled for work clothes/uniforms 
and when Settlement dated 17-3-1991 is not disputed by 
the Union, and whereas 1 st Party claims that, as per said 
Settlement providing uniforms/work clothes to the 
workmen working in the clerical category is withdrawn by 
1st Party, in my considered view Union is not entitled for 
the relief as sought which is subject matter of this reference 
. When Union did not led any evidence nor put its 
witnesses in the witness box in support of its case, in my 
considered view, prayer of the Union does not required 
to consider. So I answer above issues to that effect and 
passes the following order: 

ORDER 

Reference is rejected with no order as to its costs. 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Bombay, 

4th February, 2010. 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1020.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the'Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.74/1993) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
No. I, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
29-03-2010. 

[No.L-20012/82/92-IR(C-I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

» O 

BEPORETHE CENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO.I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 74 of 1993 

Parties : Employers in relation to the Management of 
Gondudih Col liery of M/s. BCCL 

And 

Thier workmen 

Present :Shri H.M.Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

For the Employers':Shri D.K.Verma, Advocate 
For the Workmen; None. 

State Jharkhand Industry ; Coal 

Dated, the 9th March, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/(82)/92-lR(Coal-I) dated 
22-2-1993 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal; 
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“Whether the action of the management of Gandudih 
Colliery of M/s. BCCL in not regularising S/Shri Lai Mohan 
Singh and 12 others (as per annexure) as their departmental 
employees engaged in canteen and not paying them wages 
as per NCWA-IV is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workmen are entitled?’’ 


ANNEXURE 

8. Mukund Singh 


1. Lai Mohan Singh 

2. Anil Kumar Jha 

3. Bhujanga Singh 

4. Rup Lai Chouhan 

5. Suresh Prasad 

6. PrabirMukherjee 

7. Nawal Kishore Mahto 


9. Sobha Nath Singh 

10. Mithilesh Kumar 

11. MurliGope 

12. Birendra Singh 

13. Sunil Kumar Singh, 


2. Written Statement has been filed on behalf of the 
workmen stating that Lai Mohan Singh and 12 others have 
been working in the colliery canteen provided by the 
management of the colliery since 1976 as required under 
Mines Rules. The colliery canteen is situated in the colliery 
premises in the building provided by the management. The 
management of Gandudih colliery of M/s, BCCL is treating 
the workmen as contractor's workmen just to hide the real 
employer-employee relationship between the management 
and workmen . The workers engaged in such canteen shall 
be deemed to be the workers of the management of the 
colliery and as such these workers should be regularised 
as regular workers of the colliery and paid wages as per 
wages prescribed under NCWA-IV and should be given 
other benefits which are given to the regular workers of the 
colliery. The concerned workers are being deprived of their 
real status as workers of BCCL and being treated as 
contractor’s workers with a mala fide intention of depriving 
these workers of real wages and other benefits given to 
other regular workers. 


It has been prayed before this Hon’ble Tribunal to 
please pass an award in favour of the workmen by directing 
the management to regularise the concerned workmen and 
to pay them wages as per NCWA with retrospective effect. 

3. Written statement has been filed by the 
management stating that Gondudih colliery is situated at 
the interior area and the canteen established in a colliery 
is required to cater the need of employees of the colliery, 
including workmen of different categories. The canteen 
staff are required to serve tea and food stuff to the 
workmen of the colliery and they are required to wash the 
utencils, cups, and dishes used by workmen without any 
reservation and in that process they are treated by the 
workmen of the colliery in the category of domestic 
servants, Therefore, it becomes difficult to run the canteen 
smoothly in some interior area by engaging departmental 
workers because of nature of jobs required to be perfomed 


by them. The management of Gondudih colliery gave 
contract for running the canteen to a contractor who 
selected and recruited the workmen for performing the 
different types of jobs, including serving the food stuff, 
tea etc. and cleaning the utencils, cups, dishes etc. It is 
also necessary to arrange for suitable cooks for 
preparation of such materials and the contractor is in a 
position to recruit such persons to cater the needs 
according to the test of the workers employed in a 
particular colliery in a particular locality. The contractor 
is competent enough to arrange for the materials required 
for preparation of food stuff, tea, snacks etc. and for his 
own interest he takes the trouble to procure best quality 
materials from the open market and takes the trouble in 
preparation of good food stuff with good taste. It has 
been submitted that the concerned persons being the 
workmen of the contractor cannot raise any dispute 
demanding employment under the management or in the 
form of departmentalising of contractor workers. The 
concerned workmen are not entitled to any relief 

It has been prayed before this Hon'ble Tribunal to 
pass an award in favour of the management holding that 
the action of the management in not regularising the 
concerned workmen is justified and they are not entitled to 
any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other's written statement. 

5. The concerned workmen have produced WW-1 
Lai Mohan Singh, one of the concerned workmen, who has 
proved documents as Exts. W-1 and W-2. 

The management has produced MW-1, Rohit 
Bhattacharjee, in support of their case. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workmen is that they have been working in the 
canteen of the management at Gondudih colliery and they 
are working for the benefit of the management. They have 
put more than 240 days in a calendar year. But they have 
not been regularised. 

' In this respect the evidence of WW-l is very much 
material, who is manager of the canteen. He has stated that 
the canteen is situated within the premises and precinct of 
Gondudih colliery of BCCL. Basuria colliery is just by the 
side of Gondudih colliery. The workers of both the collieries 
come to the said canteen and avail benefits of the same. 
The licence of the said canteen is in the name of manager 
of Gondudih colliery of M/s. BCCL, All the canteen workers 
of BCCL have already been regularised excepting the 
worken of the present case. The colliery canteen started 
functioning from 6-2-76 and running from morning to 
evening. They demand regularisation and payment of 
wages as per NCWA-IV, 
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7. The management argued that the canteen is nm 
by Tribhuban Singh, contractor with the help of the family 
members. In this respect it has been argued ftat WW^l, 
Lai Mohan Singh in his cross -examination stated at page 2 
that‘T do not have any paper with me to show that I am 
working in the said canteen as Manager. I have also no 
paper to show that rest of the concerned workmen are 
working in the said canteen. I do not have any document 
to show that all the canteen workers of BCCL, barring ns, 
have already been regnlarised. One Tribhuban Singh is 
the Contractor of the said canteen. The accounts of the 
said canteen are being maintained by an Accountant 
engaged privately. He has been deputed for that purpose 
by a Contractor. We do not have any receipt to show that 
the money which is being received is deposited with the 
colliery management. We all were initially engaged by the 
Contractor. It is true that the said Contractor, Tribhuban 
Singh is my father. It is also true that one ofthe concerned 
workmen Bhujanga Singh is my uncle. 'Tt only shows that 
they are family members. There is no document to show 
that WW-1 is working as Canteen Manager and account is 
being maintained privately. 

8. The counsel of the management has rcfared 2009 
(4) JLJR'44 in which Honble High Court, Jharkhand at Ranchi 
laid down -“Absorption—Sections 7, 10 and 12 of Contract 
Labour (Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970— industrial 
award directing for ^sorption of respondent^workmen — 
cases in which no notification of prohibition has been issued 
that by itself caimot entitle the workmen for automatic 
absorption—no finding witii regard to nature of contract and 
as to whether it was a comouflage or sham nor any finding 
tiiatany prohibition notification was issued U/s 10 (1). Merely 
because worionen have worked continuously for more then 
240 days in a calendar year, no right of absorption/ 
regularisalion follows—impugned award quashed.” 

In this regard cases which have been relied on are 
(i995)5SCC27,(2008) 9 SCC377,(2002)4SCC609,(2006) 
see 674, (2006) 4 SCC1,2006 (2) JUR(SC)282, (2007) 1 
see 533,(2007) ISCC408, (2007)6 SCC 207, CA2244/2002. 

9. Ext. W-2 is licence issued by Licensing Authority, 
C.M.A.D.A., Dhanbad under Foor Adulteration Rules, 
1958 on 4-3'1971 for renewed from M-83to31-3'l987 and 
from 31-3-1988 and this licence was for sweet and tea in 
Gondudih colliery. This licence was issued by the Manager, 
Gondudih colieiy, It does not contain the name of WW-1. 
Ext. W-1 is information that there is a canteen in the colliery 
started from morning to evening and the workmen may 
take this facilities. 

There is no document to prove that they are working 
in the above canteen for 240 days in a calendar year or 
more. 

In view of the facts and circumstances mentioned 
above, 1 hold that the concerned workmen are not entitled 
to any relief. 


10. Accordingly, I render the following award:— 

The action of the management of Gondudih Colliery 
of M/s. BCCL in not regularising S/Shri Lai Mohan Singh 
and 12 others as their departmental employees engaged in 
canteen and not paying them wages as per NCWA-IV is 
justified and hence the concerned workmen are not entitled 
to any relief. 

R M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
29 2010 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1021.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the 
Central Government hereby publishes the award 
(Ref. No.47/2009) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. B.C.C,L 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 29-03-20 10. 

[No. L-20012/56/2009-IR (C-1)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE LOK AD AL AT 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. I AT DHANBAD 

In die matter of a reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) of Industrial 
Disputes Act. 

Reference No. 47 of 2009. 

Parties; Employers in relation to the management of 
P.B. Area of M/s. BCCL. Ltd. 

And 

Their workmen 

Present; Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 
For the Employers: None 
For the Workmen: Shri R. S. Tiwari and 

Shri N.G.Arun.RCMS. 

State Jharkhand Industry: Coai 
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1989 


Dated, the 8th March, 2010 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/(56y2009-lR(CM-‘l) dated 
10-8-2009 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Pootki 
Balhari Area of M/s. BCCL in denial to fix proper pay with 
benefit of wage protection to Smt, Chhota Binoti Orangin, 
Office Peon is Justified and legal? (ii) To what relief is the 
concerned workman entitled?” 

2. The reference was received in this Tribunal on 
19-8-2009. Thereafter on 23-12-2009 Sri R. S. Tiwary, 
President, R. C. M. S., P. B.Area, appearing on behalf of 
the concerned workman filed a petition duly signed by 
Smt. Chhota Binoti Orangin, stating therein that the 
Competent Authority has been pleased to decide to settle 
the case amicably. In view of such circumstances the case 
was fixed on 21-1-10 for settling the issue through Lok 
Adalat. 

3. On 2I-I-I0 though on behalf of the union, 
R.C.M.S., S/Shri R. S. Tiwary and N. G. Arun were present, 
none appeared on behalf of the management. 

However, in view of the letter dated 11-12-2009 of 
the management in which it has been decided by the 
Competent Authority to settle the issue, so there is no 
dispute the parties. 

Accordingly, I pass a 'No Dispute’ Award in the 
present reference case. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
29 2010 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1022—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 96/89) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No.l, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. B.C.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 29-3-10. 

[No. L-20012/90/88-D.4(A)IR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA J AWAS, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 96 of 1989 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Lohapatti Colliery of M/s. B.C.C. Ltd. 

And 

Their workmen 

Present: Shri H. M, Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the employers Shri D, K. Verma, Advocate 
For the workman None. 

State : Jharkhand. Industiy : Coal 

Dated, the 11th March, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/90/88-D-4(A)/I.R. (Coal-I) dated 
28-8-89 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management in denying 
employment to Shri Aiwari Bhuia, Miner/Loader, who 
was transferred from Barora Area No. I to Mahuda 
Area No. II vide their letter No, GM-I/PD/4811/80 
dated 10/14-9-80 is Justified? If not, to what relief is 
the workman entitled to ?” 

2. The Written statement has been filed on behalf 
of the concerned workman stating that Atwari Bhuiya was 
originally appointed as permanent Miner/Loader by letter 
dated 9-10-79 by the management of Barora Area. Thereafter 
he was transferred to Lohapatti colliery by an office order 
dated 10-14-9-1980. It has been submitted that the 
concerned workman is an illiterate workman and the 
management is taking advantage of his illiteracy and did 
not allow him to resume his duty. The concerned and the 
union represented before the management several times 
for allowing the concerned workman to resume his July 
but the management did not pay any heed to their t :^|oesi. 
Seeing no other alternative the union raised an industrial 
dispute before the A.L.C, (C). The coiK iliation proceeding 
ultimately failed due to adamant attitude of the management. 
Thereafter the present dispute ha^ been referred to this 
Tribunal for adjudication. 

It has been prayed before this Tribunal to answer 
the reference in favour of the workman by directing the 
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management to reinstate the concerned workman w ith full 
back wages. 

3. The management has filed v/rmen statement 
stating therein that Atwari Bhuia did not at any time produce 
before die management of Lohapatti colliery any documents 
relating to his appointment in Barora Area No. I or about 
his transfer lo Lohapatti colliery. When the sponsoring 
union raised the purported dispute, it look a definite stand 
to the effect that one Sri Atwari Bhuia was appointed in 
Barora collirey and that he was transferred from Barora 
colliery to Lahapatti colliery. During the course of 
conciliation proceeding, the union concerned could not 
produce any documents that any such person was 
appointed in Barora colliery or that he was transferred to 
Lohapatti colliery. It could not also produce any documents 
that any such person had worked in Barora Area No. 1. If 
the person concerned had worked earlier in Barora Area 
No. 1 he would have been issued with an Identity Card and 
no such Indentity Card was ever produced by the union 
concerned either before the management or before any 
authority. If any such person had also worked in Barora 
Area No. 1, he would also have become a member of the 
C.M P.F. Scheme and he would also have been allotted a 
C.M.P.F, Number, but neither the union nor the person 
concerned ever furnished any such information to the 
management. In view of the facts and circumstances, the 
employers submit that the management of Lohapatti 
colliery is not required to provide any employment to any 
person referred to in the Reference order. 

It has been prayed before this Hon'ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass the award by rejecting the prayer/claim of 
the concerned union. 

In rejoinder the management has stated almost same 
facts as has been stated in its written statement. 

4. Notices were sent to the parties by speed post 
on 8-5''2009 fixing the case for hearing of argument on merit 
on 1-6-2009. 

5. Argument was heard on behalf of the 
management, but none appeared on behalf of the workman. 
Direction was given to the workman to file written argument 
within 15 days, but no written argument has been produced. 

6. As per written statement the contention of the 
concerned workman is that he was transferred from Barora 
colliery to Lohapatti colliery vide office order No. (?M-l/ 
PD/4811/80 dated 10/14-9-1980, but he was not allowed to 
resume his duty. The matter was raised before the A.L.C. 
(C) but it was ended in failure. So the above dispute has 
been referred for adjudication to this Tribunal by the 
Ministry of Labour. 

7. The management’s contention is that the 
concerned workman was never transferred from Barora 
colliery to Lohapatti colliery. The concerned workman has 
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not produced any document to show that he had been 
transferred from Barora colliery to Lohapatti colliery. He 
has not filed his appointment letter or transfer letter. He 
has not produced any Identity Card before the 
management, so that he may be allowed to join. The entire 
claim of the union is fake and fictitious which relates to a 
fake person. So he cannot be in any view given any relief 
by this Hon’ble Tribunal. In this respect the order which 
has been filed in Ext, M-1 which is conciliation proceeding 
in which it has been stated that his claim is false to resume 
his duty to Lohapatti Area. The order has been passed for 
transfer from Barora Area to Mohuda Area to Atwari Bhuia. 
But no order has been filed by the concerned workman as 
it has been alleged that he was transferred from Barora 
Area to Lohapatti colliery. Moreover, the concerned 
workman has not filed Identity Card of Barord colliery and 
pay slip which may show that he was working at Barora 
Area. 

In view of such discussions made above, it is held 
that the concerned workman is not entitled to any relief 

8. Accordingly, 1 render the following award— 

The action of the management in denying 
employment to Shri Atwari Bhuia, Miner/Loader, who was 
transferred from Barora Area No. 1 to Mohuda Area No. II 
vide their letter No. GM-I/PD/481 1/80 dated 10/11 -9-80 is 
justified and the concerned workman is not entitled to any 
relief. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
■=Tf 29 2010 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1023.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 24/90) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No.I, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s, C.C.Ltd and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 29-3-10, 

[No.L-20012/252/89-IR(C I)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No.l,DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (1) (d) (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 24 of 1990 

Parties; Employers in relation to the management of 
Kuju Area of M/s. Central Coalfield Ltd. 

AND 

Their workmen 

Present : Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

appearances 

For the Employers : None 

For the Workman : None 

State : Jharkhand, Industry : Coal 

Dated, the 10th March, 2010 
AWARD 

By Order No, L-20012/252/89-1.R, (Coal-1) dated 
12-2-1990 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

‘ ‘ Whether the action of the management of General 
Manager (K), Kuju Area of C,C.L. P.O. Kuju, Dist. 
Hazaribagh by not reinstating the service of 
Shri Sheo Shankar Singh, Ex-Security Guard w.e.f. 
27-10-1988 (Forenoon) alongwith back wages and 
other benefits provided by the management from time 
to time is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman concerned is entitled ?'’ 

2. The case of the concerned workman, as per 
written statement, is that he was working as Security Guard 
in the G.M. Office, Kuju Area of M/s. C.C.Ltd, He was 
issued with a charge-sheet dated 11 -3-1982 which reads as 
‘‘while you were on duty in the night of 7-3-1982 from 10 
P.M. to 6 A.M. in the backside yard of Regional Stores, 
Kuju Area, a Jeep No. BHM-473 which was parked there 
was stolen due to your negligence of duty,” 

At the same time the management of C.C.L, filed an 
F.I.R. with regard to the alleged theft of the Jeep in question 
with the police and the concerned workman was arrested 
by the police on the basis of F.I.R. though the concerned 
workman was not named in the F.I.R. Since the concerned 
workman was arrested and lodged in the jail he could not 
receive the charge-sheet and he could not submit any reply 
to the charge-sheet in question. The allegation contained 
in the charge-sheet was totally false and motivated. On the 
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date of alleged occurrence of theft of Jeep No. bhM-47 
the concerned workman was on duty from 10 P.M. on 
7-3-1982 to 6 A.M. on 8-3-1982 and no jeep of the number 
quoted above was handed over to him by any one for safe 
custody and no jeep was stolen during the duty hours of 
the concerned workman. It is suspected that the jeep in 
question was stolen while it was under the custody of the 
concerned officer and the concerned workman has made a 
scape-goat. A domestic enquiry was held and during the 
domestic enquiry none of the witnesses examined by the 
management said anything against the concerned workman 
and when his co-worker Sri R.L. Paswan, S.A. &F.A.M. (B) 
Office Barkakhana started cross-examination of the 
management witnesses, all witnesses were declared hostile 
and nothing was proved against the concerned workman. 
Again a 2nd enquiry was held by the management but no 
charges could be proved against the concerned workman. 
Ultimately the concerned workman was dismissed from 
service w.e.f. 27-10-1983. After acquittal from criminal 
charges under Section 379 l.P.C, byjudgement dated 25th 
September, 1987 the concerned workman approached the 
management for his re-instatement in his service and 
submitted an application dated 17-12-1987 alongwith the 
copy of the said judgement of the Court to the management 
but nothing came out of such representation. Thereafter 
he raised an industrial dispute and the same has been 
referred to this Hon’ble Tribunal for adjudication. 

It has been prayed before this Tribunal to please 
pass an award in favour of the workman by directing the 
management to re-instate the concerned workman w.e.f 
27-10-1983 with full back wages. 

3. written statement has been filed by the 
management stating that the concerned workman was 
previously employed as a Security Guard in Kuju Area of 
M/s. CCL and at that relevant time he was posted at the 
office of General Manager, Kuju Area. It was the duty of 
the concerned workman as a Security Guard to protect 
among other things the property of the management. He 
was on duty from 10 P.M. of 7-3-82 to 6 A.M. of 8-3-82 at 
the Regional Stores of Kuju Area of M/s. CCL. During his 
duty hours Jeep No. BHM 473 which was parked in the 
regional Stores of Kuju Area, was stolen due to his 
negligence of duty. He was issued with a charge-sheet. 
The concerned workman submitted his reply which was 
found not satisfactory. Thereafter, the management ordered 
a regular domestic enquiry and appointed an Enquiry 
Officer. But due notice to the concerned workman, the 
Enquiry Officer held an enquiry in which he fully 
participated. The witnesses of the management w'ere 
examined in his present and he was given an opportunity 
to cross-examine them. He w^as also given opportunity to 
defend his case. After holding enquiry the Enquiry' Officer 
submitted his report of enquiry in which he held the 
concerned workman guilty of the charge framed against 
him. The report of the Enquiry Officer was fully considered 



1992 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:APRIL 17, 2010/CHAITRA 27,1932 


[Part ll— Sec, 3(ii)] 


along with the proceedings of enquiry by the Disciplinary 
Authority who accepted the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
and accordingly the concerned workman was dismissed 
from service w.e.f 23-10-88. The domestic enquiry was held 
in accordance with principles of natural justice. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to hold that the action of the management in 
dismissing the concerned workman w.e.f 23-10-88 is fiilly 
justified and he is not entitled to any relief 

4, Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman has examined himself 
as WW-1 who has proved Ext. W-1. 

The management has produced MW-1, Somra 
Oraon, MW-2, Md. Samsuddin and MW-3, Prakash 
Shankar Verma, 

6, The management’s witness MW-1 has stated 
that he had given the charge to the concerned workman of 
the stores on 7-3-82 and his duty was from 10 PM to 6 AM 
on 8-3-82 and the vehicle No. BHM-473 was stolen due to 
negligence of the concerned workman. M W-2 was Driver 
who used to park the vehicle at Regional Stores. On 7-3-82 
he had parked the vehicle at the Regional Store parking 
area at about 6 PM, At about 8 A.M, next morning when he 
came to duty he found that the jeep was missing. He brought 
the fact to the knowledge of MW-3, Asstt. Chief Security 
Officer who lodged F.I.R. regarding missing of the vehicle. 
He stated that the concerned workman was on duty from 
10 P.M. of 7-3-82 to 6 A.M. of 8-3-82. 

7. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he was acquitted because the 
duty register was not produced before criminal court and it 
has been stated by the Investigating Officer in criminal 
court that he has not received duty register and he has not 
seized duty register. There is no doubt that the concerned 
workman was posted with the management and his duty 
was from 7-3-82 at iOPMtob AM of 8-3-82. It has not been 
denied by the concerned workman. In the criminal case the 
prosecution has failed to prove its case beyond all 
reasonable doubts. Bui in the departmental enquiry it is 
not so. When the concerned workman was posted for duty 
to guard the property of the management from 10PM of 
7-3-82 to 6 AM of 8-3-82 at Regional Stores, it was his duty 
to guard the property of the manage r.'-rit, but in the nigiit 
of 7-3-82 during his shift duty the v ehicle stolen 
causing loss to the management. 

8. Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he has been / implicated 
but it does not seem to be genuine as there is no encmity 
with the oilicer who has lodged F.I.R. with rue poiicc, 

9, Notice was sent on 12-8-2(^02 but no one 
appeared on behalf of the concerned workman to take any 
step in the matter. 


10. The concerned workman (WW-l) stated in 
cross-examination at page 2 that ‘i had taken over charge 
from Somra Oran. It shows that he was performing his 
duty in the night when the vehicle was stolen. 

11. Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman that the vehicle register has not been 
produced in the domestic enquiry. There was no 
requirement of vehicle register when the person who parked 
the vehicle, MW-2 stated that he parked the vehicle at the 
Regional Store Parking area and at about SAM next morning 
he came to duty and found the jeep missing. He stated that 
“ I cannot say why that vehicle register has not been 
presented during domestic enquiry. W W-1 stated in cross- 
examination at page 2 that “I had taken over charge of the 
vehicle already parked in the Regional Stores”. So, it shows 
that due to his negligence the vehicle was stolen and which 
chargesheet was issued and later on he was dismissed 
from service. 

12. In view of the discussions made above, I hold 
that the action of the General Manager (K), Kuju Area of 
M/s. C.C.Ltd., P,0. Kuju, Dist. Hazaribagh by not reinstating 
the service of Sheo Shankar Singh, Ex-Security Guard w.e.f. 
27-10-83 with back wages and other benefits provided by 
the management from time to time is legal and justified. 
Hence the concerned workman is not entitled to any relief. 

This is my Award. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

29 2010 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. t024—L. jrsuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, !'M7 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government liereby publishes the award (Ref No. 44/89) 
of the Central Government industrial Tribunal n:n>Labour 
Court No.I, Dlunbad now as shown in the An iexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the ..-mpics ers n; "elation 
to the management of M/s. B. C, C. (Ad, ar.c their wori. nan, 
which was received by the Centi ,ii 0 wemment on 29-3 -10. 

[No. L-20012/54/88-D.4 {A)-1R (C-1)) 
SNEH LATA J A WAS. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, AT DHANBAD 

Present: Shri H. M. Singli, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of Industrial Dispute under Section 10 (I) 
(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 44 of 1989 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Amlabad Collieiy of M/s. B. C. C. L. and their 
workman. 

APPEARANCES 
On behalf of the workman : None 
On behalf of the Employers : None 

State: Jharkhand. Industry: Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, the 18th March, 2010 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them luider Section 10 
(t) (d) of the 1. D. Act, 1947 has referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-20012/54/88.D.4 (A)-IR (Coal-I) dated, 16th March, 
1989. 

SCHEDULE 

‘ ‘ Whether the action of the management of Amlabad 
Colliery of M/s. B.C.C.L., P.O. Amlabad, Dt. Dhanbad 
in superannuating Shri Ananda Dasandhi, Mining 
Sirdar, w.e.f. 1 -5-1987 when the age of the employee 
in his Identity Card and Mining Sirdar-ship Certificate 
are 1-3-1928 is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled ?” 

2. In this case both the parties appeared and filed 
their respective W.S. rejoinders etc. The case thereafter 
proceeded along its course. Subsequently in course of 
proceeding the concerned workman involved in the dispute 
died and thereafter a substitution petition has been filed 
on behalf of the deceased workman. For hearing the 
substitution petition several opportunities were granted 
to the parties. But no step has been taken either of the 
party. 

Since the concerned workman had died and no step 
has been taken by the parties for hearing of the substitution 
petition, a ‘No dispute’ Award is passed in this case 
presuming non-existence of any industrial dispute between 
the parties. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
Tf r<cn1, 29 ^fT#, 2010 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1025—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
25/04) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 1, [Mtanbad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 29-3-10. 

[No. L-20012/245/2003-lR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATA JAWAS, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFOI^ THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, DHANBAD 

In die matter of reference U/s. 10(l)(d)(2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 

Reference No. 25 of 2004 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Kustore Area of M/s. B. C. C. L. 

And 

Their workman 

Present: Shri H. M. Singh, Presiding Officer 

AH>EARANCES 

For the employers ; Shri U. N. Lai, Advocate 
For the workman : Shri N. M. Kumar, Advocate. 

State ; Jharkhand. Industry; Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad, 15 th March, 2010 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-20012/245/2003-1.R. (C-I) dated 
12-3-2004 the Central Government in the Ministiy of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of Jharkhand Janta Mazdoor 
Union from the management of BCCL, Kustore Area 
to regularise the services of Shri Nirmal Mahato as 
Driver is justified ? If so, to what relief is the workman 
entitled and from what date ? 
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2. The record was put up before Lok Adalai. 
Shri U.N. Lai, Advocate, appearing on behalf of the 
management filed two items of documents. 

A petition was filed on behalf of the workman 
stating therein that the concerned workman is not interested 
to proceed the case further and an prayer was made to 
withdraw the case. 

In view of such submission 1 allowed to withdraw 
the case and accordingly passed a ‘No Dispute’ award in 
the present reference case. 

H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 29th March, 2010 

S.O. 1026.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No, 
82/89) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal No. I, 
Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Tisco and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 29-3-2010. 

[No. L-20012/59/87^0,111 (A)-IR(C-l)] 
SNEH LATAJAWAS, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL No. 1,DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10 (I) (d) (2 A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 82 of 1989 

Parties: Employers in relation to management of Sijua 
Colliery of M/s. Tata Iron & Steel Co. Ltd. and their 
workmen Ministry’s order No. L-200I2/59/87-D.ni(A)-!R 
(C-l)dated 26-6-89. 

Present: Shri H. M, Singh, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES 

For the employers : Shri D. K, Veima, Advocate 
For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand. : Industry : Coal 
Dated, the 12th March, 2010 


AWARD 

The Central Government in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, referred the following dispute 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Sijua 
Colliery of M/'s. Tata Iron & Steel Co. Ltd. in denying 
Cat. IV to Shri Bijay Mahato and 18 other stowing 
Mazdoors shown in the Annexure is justified ? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workman entitled 
to ?” 

2. Written statement has been filed on behalf of 
the concerned workmen stating that Bijay Mahto and 18 
others have been working in permanent post in Sijua 
Colliery of M/s. TISCO Ltd. They have been designated as 
stowing Mazdoor and have been placed in category-ill. 
The management is taking extra work from them without 
paying them wages of higher category for doing extra work. 
The extra work which is taken from them is of transporting 
casting iron pipes from store to the pit mouth and also to 
the working places where stowing operation is made. They 
demanded upgradation to Category-IV for transporting 
casting of 6” iron pipes from surface to underground and 
also from store to the working sections. They made 
representation to the management but without any effect. 
The sponsoring union raised industrial dispute which 
ended in failure, resulting to the present dispute. 

It has been prayed that the Hon’ble Tribunal be 
graciously pleased to answer the reference in favour of the 
workmen. 

3. written statement has been filed by the 
management stating that as per the wage Board 
Recommendations read with NCWA, the stowing 
Mazdoors are placed in Category-ll whereas Stowing 
Mistries are placed in Category-lV. Similarly Stowing pipe 
Mazdoors are placed in Category-Il and Stowing Pipe fitters 
are placed in Category-! V. The Tyndals had been placed in 
Category-IV. Considering the nature of jobs performed by 
the concerned workmen they have been placed in 
Category-Ill in consultation with Rashtriya Colliery 
Mazdoor Sangh, the recognised union. The prescribed 
duty of Stowing Mazdoors under the control and 
supervision of Stowing Mistries is to carry the material like 
Bamboo mattings, ropes, nails etc. from surface to 
underground workings and to assist the Timber Mistry for 
preparation of barricad. The concerned workmen also carry 
tools Joints,bends, bolt-cuts, short-pieces etc. from surface 
to underground to assist the Stowing Fitters in laying 
Stowing pipe range, repairing and maintenance of stowing 
pipe joints, re-opening of joints etc. They carry the stowing 
pipe underground one place to another and assist 
theStowing Fitter in proper lay out of the stowing pipes for 
the purpose of effecting hydraulic sand stow'ing. The 
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Stowing Fitters have been fixed in Category-IV and the 
stoweing Mazdoors have been fixed in Category-Ill. The 
demand of the sponsoring union for Category-! V fixed for 
Stowing Fitter and heavy Tyndals is not only absurd but 
also fantastic. It has been submitted that the concerned 
workmen are getting one category higher than that of 
Mazdoors, they should ungrudgingly perform all types of 
jobs connected with sand stowing machineries. As such, 
the concerned workmen are not entitled to Category-IV 
wages. 

It has been prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award in favour of the management 
holding that the concerned workmen are not entitled to 
any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. Notices were issued to the parties on 8-5-2009 
by speed post fixing the date on 1-6-2009 for hearing of 
argument on merit. But none appeared on behalf of the 
workmen to argue the case on merit. 

6. Perused the record. Management produced 
MW-1, Arabinda Basu. The concerned workmen produced 
WW-I,D.D. Paswan. 

7. The main contention of the workman is that he 
has been given Category-IH, but he has not been given 
Category-IV 

8. The management’s contention is that the 
concerned workmen cannot be given Category-IV, because 
Category-IV is specialised Job which is given only in such 
person. Stowing Pipe Fetters and Tyndals. The concerned 
workmen are not Stowing Mistry. The concerned workmen 
are not Stowing Mistry, Stowing Pipe Fitters and Tyndals. 
They are helping them. They have been placed in Category- 
II and later on they have been placed in 
Category-Ill. They cannot be given Category-IV. 

In this respect the evidence of the concerned 
workman is important. WW-1, D.D. Paswan has stated that 
'‘There is stowing fitter in our department. We used to 
work with the stowing fitter. Stowing fitter gets 
Category-IV. Workmen working with Stowing Fitter are 
given Category-II of Category-Ill. Initially we were 
appointed as Category-I and on promotion some were given 
Category-II and Category-Ill. As per stowing fitter after 
completion of the work we used to take pipe to the other 


work site on asking of the fitter and again work is done 
there.” In cross -examination at page 2, he also stated that 
“we help fitter in fitting the pipe and bolting it. Sometime 
the pipe is blocked and we reopen it. We work of stowing 
with stowing whereever he goes. Tyndals are given 
Category-IV and V.” This statement of the concerned 
workman clearly shows that he is helping stowing Mistiy 
and Tyndals. He is not performing the job of Stowing 
Mistry, Stowing Pipe Fitter and Tyndal and he has been 
given from Category-I to Category-Ill. So, in any way these 
workmen are not entitled to Category-! V. 

9. Accordingly, 1 render the following award- 

The action of the management of Sijua Colliery of 
M/s. Tata Iron and Steel Co. Ltd. in denying Category-IV 
to Shri Bijay Mahato and 18 other Stowing Mazdoors shown 
in the Annexure is justified and the concerned workmen 
are not entitled to any relief 

H, M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
31 2010 
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New Delhi, the 31 st March, 2010 

S.0.1027—In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
Union) rules, 1976 (as amended 1987), the Central 
Government hereby notifies following office under the 
administrative control of the Ministry of Labour & 
Employment, at least 80% Staff whereof have acquired 
working knowledge of Hindi :- 

Sub-Regional Office, 

ESIC, Gurgaon. 

[No.E-110I7/i/2006-RBNJ 
K, M. GUPTA, Economic Advisor 
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